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FOREWORD

The Decennial Census of Population is the most important single source of
information about social trends in the United States. Its data on the people and
families who make up the population give an insight into the major social
changes occurring in our country. Data on age, sex, color, and national origin
provide the essential basis for determining the changes occurring in the composi-
tion of our population. The census results make it possible to learn much about
the family organization, settlement patterns, education, work relationships, in-
come, and other important characteristics of our people. Relationships such
as that of age and education to occupation and industry, or of race and education
to occupation and income, tell a great deal about how our society functions. The
census provides an unequaled set of statistics to meet national and local needs.
The advent of electronic computers has increased the availability of census results
and the exploration of interrelationships which defied analysis previously.

The statistical reports resulting from a decennial census can supply only a
faction of the information and insights that are available from this important
source. These reports present only those results which are believed to meet the
general public needs. Comprehensive analyses of the results, and comparisons
with other current data and with past censuses, open the door to many
illuminating findings.

It has long been recognized that the public would r ip additional benefits
from its investment in the censuses if some of the analyses that are readily
possible could be provided along with the basic data. A series of Census mono-
graphs was issued by the Bureau of the Census after the 1920 Census results had
been published. A series of Census monographs followed the 1950 Census
through the cooperation of the Social Science Research Council. These mono-
graphs filled a real need and were so well received that it was felt desirable to
initiate plans for a similar series following the 1960 Census.

The Council again took the lead in the formulation of these plans in 1958
when it appointed a Committee on Population Census Monographs. This Com-
mittee included:

Dudley Kirk, Population Council, Chairman
Robert W. Burgess, Bureau of the Census
John D. Durand, Population Branch, United Nations
Ronald Freedman, University of Michigan
Daniel 0. Price, University of North Carolina
John W. Riley, Jr., Equitable Life Assurance Society of the United States
George J. Stolnitz, Indiana University

Paul Webbink, of the Social Science Research Council, and Conrad Taeuber,
of the Census Bureau staff, met regularly with the Committee, which reviewed
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IV FOREWORD

proposals for Census monographs and aided in the selection of authors for
specific publications.

The Council gratefully acknowledges a grant of funds from the Russell
Sage Foundation for the planning and initiation of the program. The Founda-
tion had provided similar assistance in the 1950 program.

In 1960, the Equitable Life Assurance Society of the United States, because
of its concern with the expansion in knowledge of the everchanging structure
and functioning of the larger society of the United States, began a program of
basic social research. As one of the first steps in this development, it has
joined in encouraging and supporting a series of studies of which this monograph
is a part.

The assistance from the sources named above made it possible to arrange
for the time of some of the authors and to provide special tabulations and
statistical and research services which were essential to the preparation of the
monographs.

This volume is the third in the 1960 Census Monograph Series. The two
studies published earlier, and available from the Government Printing Office,
are Income Distribution in the United States, by Herman P. Miller, and 2.:uca
tion of the America.* Population, by John K. Folger and Charles B. Nam.
Tentatively scheduled for future publication are Changing Characteristics of
the Negro Population, The American Family, The Metropolitan Community,
and Population of the United States in the fOth Century.

The program has received the active encouragement of scholars in the Federal
Government and a number of universities, and we are gl. 4 to acknowledge the
debt to these individuals and the institutions they represent. This cooperation
was essential for the preparation of the monographs.

The monograph authors were asked to provide interpretations of census
and related statistics that wo.ld illuminate major current problem areas. The
authors were also asked to take a critical look at the data and to make any
recommendations which in their opinion would contribute to better develop-
ment and use of the data.

The views expressed in the monograph series are those of the individual
authon, each of whom has been given the freedom to interpret available mate-
rials in the light of his technical knowledge and competence. These views are
not necessarily those of the Bureau of the Census or the Social Science Research
Council.

A. Ross ECKLER, Director
Bureau of the Census

PENDLETON HERRINO, President
Social Science Research Council



PREFACE

This monograph attempts to describe the rural population as reported in
the 1960 Census of Population and to evaluate the residence categories used.
In view of the rapid decline in the number of farms, the widespread dissatis-
faction with portions of the residence classifications, and alterations in the
residenc" definitions themselves, some systematic analysis appears necessary.

Starting with the statement that "one errs seriously to assume that the sole or

even primary function of many rural areas today is agriculturally oriented,"
this study develops the hypothesis that the proximity to large metropolitan
centers plays a crucial role in determining the characteristics of rural areas. This
hypothesis is applied to data on selected demographic characteristics of the
rural population. The text is supplemented with statistical tables, charts, and
graphs. Methodology is explained in the appendix.

We wish to express our appreciation for assistance and criticism from numer-
ous sources. Dr. Conrad Taeuber, of the Bureau of Census, who has long been
interested in many facets of the rural population, raised many of the initial
questions, and reviewed an early draft of the manuscript. Dr. Paul Webbink, of
the Social Science Research Council, gave continuous support and interest to
our concerns. Dr. Wilson H. Grabill, of the Bureau of Census, furnished vtlu-
able comment on the two chapters dealing with differential fertility. We also
are in the debt of Dr. Horace Hamilton, of North Carolina University, and
Dr. Philip Raup, of the University of Minnesota, for reading and criticizing
an early draft of the entire manuscript.

We wish also to acknowledge the assistance of several graduate students at
Michigan State University who worked in numerous ways on the data for this
manuscript. Rodger Rice, now at Calvin College, and Asoka Andarawewa, now
in Ceylon, worked on several chapters including those concerning fertility. John
Stoeckel, now in Comilla, Pakistan, with the Population Council, prepared tables
and figures and read many of the chapters. Mrs. Lou Ritchie furnished general
editorial suggestions based on an early draft.

Helen W. Johnson eaited the completed manuscript and recommended many
helpful revisions.

The manuscript was prepared for printing in the Bureau of the Census.
Sheldon M. Klein was responsible for the final editorial review of the manu-
script, assisted by Lill:an W. Bentel, who reviewed all tables, charts, and other
illustrative materials, and prepared the copy for the printer.

Washington, D.C.
August 1968.

DAVE E. HATHAWAY

J. ALLAN BEROLZ

W. KEITH BRYANT
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CHAPTER I

WHAT IS RURAL AMERICA?

Introduction
The title of this monograph implies that American society may be differen-

tiated profitably on the basis of residence, that is, where people live. To ascertain
the importance of this mode of categorizing the American population in 1360 is
one of the major themes of this monograph. No one would take the position that
rural-urban distinctions are sharper than they were, say, 50 years ago. There can
be little question that the self-contained communities of farmers characteristic
of the 1800's disappeared from the American scene long before the middle of
the present century. Due to numerous causal phenomena, among them technolog-
ical innovation, the ease of access to urban centers, and firmly fixed channels of
farm-to-city migration, the styles of life of farm people in the 1960's appear
to have merged with those of society at large.

The entities described by the terms "rural" and "urban" have become con-
fused and obscured. Where one icsides no longer carries with it an unchanged
connotation of attributes that it once may have had. The functions of rural
areas as well as the roles associated with them are multiple, and it could be a
serious error to assume that the sole or even primary function ofmany rural areas
today is agriculturally oriented. The underlying hypothesis reappearing through-
out the monograph is that the location of rural areas with respect to a large metro-
politan area is crucial in determining the character of rural areas.

The urban influence on rural areas
Rural America is viewed here as a relatively small, more or less functionally

specialized and interdependent sector of a dominantly urbanized and industrial-
ized society. Successive changes in technology, communication, and levels of
living have broken down the isolation, solidarity, and local boundaries of rural
communities in America. Perhaps the city has always served as the "pace setter"
and model for the residents of rural and hinterland areas. But in the 1960's this
phenomenon possesses a force that has been unequaled in the past. Among the
most persuasive evidences are similarity of life styles, frequent contact with and
participation in urban life, and identification with a unit the center of which is
often a large metropolis.

In essence, rural Ame.ica is regarded as representing the hinterland of a
series of metropolitan regions. The rural portions of the Nation are viewed as
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being interdependent with the metropolitan centers, but the power to integrate,

order, and control resides in the large centers. This concept of the ecological

structure as applied to rural areas supersedes the long-held view of numerous

local, relatively self-sufficient rural communities as the most significant natural

entities blanketing the Nation.

That the United States is a highly urbanized and industrialized society can

scarcely be denied. The elemental facts are that 70 percent of the population of

the conterminous United States resided in areas classified as urban in 1960 and

that employment in agriculture accounted for only 8.3 percent of all employment.

But beyond these facts, it is our general hypothesis that metropolitan dominance

shapes and determines important social and economic characteristics of the

rural population.

T. W. Schultz has advanced an hypothesis which asserts that agricultural

income is higher in areas adjacent to urban industrial development.' This view

has been supported by the work of Nicholls and Tang, as well as by Ruttan.'

Much of this work, however, dealt with a limited geographic area in the

South, and there has been relatively little testing of this hypothesis on a national

level.

Hypotheses concerning urban influence and metropolitan dominance are by

no means new in sociological literature. Two which are current in

literature are the gradient principle and the principle of differentiation. The

gradient principle asserts that the extent of urban-influenced change in rural

areas varies directly with the size of the nearest city and inversely with the

distance to that city. In his review of studies on this subject, Martin says:

The endings of a number of studies show that these changes in the satellite rural

areas conform consistently with the gradient principle of urbanisation. In contrast,

the evidence that these changes are consistent with the differentiation principle tends

to be impressionistic and unsystematic!

Important contributions to the study of the influence of metropolitan centers

on rural areas and its gradient nature have been made by Bogue, Duncan and

Reiss, Hawley, and others.*

Duncan and Reiss, for instance, found that counties ordered by metropolitan

status and size of the largest urban place contained rural populations with

sharply differing characteristics. The fact that population characteristics vary

in a wore or less regular fashion with size of place and among rural areas contain.

ing different sized places is not surprising. Given persistent migration from rural

to urban areas for many years, selectivity in the migration process, and the fun°.

tional specialization of urban places, it is not unexpected that rural and urban

population groups have different age, educational, and occupational composi
tion. The question is, taking all of these things into account, does the proximity

of a rural area to an urban area of a given size have an influence on the rural
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area apart from these observed differences in population characteristics? Is there

support for the assertion that the degree of rurality in itself is a factor that ex-

plains some of the observed differences in such items as family income, personal

me, and fertility rates? It is the underlying hypothesis of this study that such

is she case, and most of the material that follows is either an explanation or

orating of this hypothesis.

The rationale supporting urban influence. The economic rationale relating to

urban influence over surrounding rural areas relates largely to the effects of

urban industrial development on the income of rural people, especially farm

people. It is assumed that this influence is exerted through the effects of urban

industrial development upon both the product and input markets.

The influence of urban industrial development upon the product market is

asserted to be largely a function of transportation costs. The domestic popula-

tion consumes approximately 90 percent of the farm products sold annually by
farmers. The major part of that consumption is accounted for by the urban
population because of their greater numbers, higher incomes, and lower likeli-

hood of having their own home-produced food. For farm products which are

highly perishable, bulky, or both, transportation costs may be a significant factor

in the retail price. Farmers immediately adjacent to urban areas, therefore, gen-

erally receive higher prices for such products than do producers of comparable
products located farther from consumption centers.

It is generally felt that the influence of urban areas on factor markets in rural

areas of greater importance than upon product markets in influencing income
levels. This operates in several ways. Most of the purchased inputs used by farm-

ers are produced in urban industrial areas. It is believed that farmers teljacent
to such areas enjoy somewhat lower prices for such inputs due to lower transpor-
tation costs. It also has been proposed that the capital market relating to agri-
culture "works better" in areas adjacent to urban industrial development. Pre-
sumably, this is because of greater availability of capital in such areas, more com-
petitive conditions in the capital market, and superior institutional arrangements
to facilitate the provision of capital to agriculture.

By far the greatest economic impact of urban industrial concentrations, how-
ever, is believed to be their effect upon the labor market. In general, farming
in the United States can be typified as an industry having too much labor to
allow it to earn incomes as high as labor receives elsewhere in the economy.
Moreover, faced with the need for a continuing decline in the labor input be-
cause of new agricultural technology and the substitution of capital for labor,
a chronic surplus of young people in excess of those needed to replace retiring
members of the agricultural labor force is produced in rural areas.

Proximity to urban industrial concentrations probably affects the labor market
in several ways. The opportunity for nonfarm employment provides an option
other than agriculture for farm youth entering the labor market. It also provides
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an opportunity for persons working in agriculture tc shift to part- or fu.! -time
nonfarm occupations. Such shifts may occur through migration or by long-dis-

tance commuting, of course, but in such cases the potential income gains are
partially offset by the cost of relocating or commuting. Thus, assuming that all of

the profitable shifts actually occur, we would expect to find higher incomes in

rural areas adjacent to urban industrial areas due to the lower transfer costs in-

volved M changing occupations.

Another important feature of the labor market is the information available

to individuals regarding alternative opportunities. Despite substantial govern-
mental e..penditures on employment services, they tend to be local rather than
regional or national in their scope. Much of the information regarding job oppor-
tunities, especially in the unskilled or semiskilled categories, is obtained from
newspapers, personal contacts, and by word of mouth. Thus, it is to be ex-
pected that information regarding nonfarm employment opportunities would be
oetter in rural areas adjacent to urban industrial concentrations than in areas
farther removed from employment opportunities.

There is reason to expect that the size of the urban industrial concentration
also may affect income through its own labor market. Such an expectation rests
upon the long-known fact that the larger the market the greater the opportunity
for specialization; with increased specialization, productivity improves and there-
by generates rises in income. It follows that larger urban areas provide a demand
for a greater variety of labor specialization. This in turn means that individuals
in such a labor market are more likely to have an opportunity for employment
that is to their greatest comparative advantage. In other words, in a highly
diverse and specialized labor market there are likely to be fewer square pegs in
round holes.

Thus, an empirical and theoretical basis can be laid for the hypothesis that
rurality or its inverse, proximity to an urban industrial concentration, is a separate
and distinctive factor affecting the income of rural f4milies. This is among the
hypotheses that were tested and will be dealt with ;n later sections of this
monograph.

The propositions concerning urban influence on the hinterland are also rooted
in human ecology and social change. Both Gras and McKenzie, based upon
different materials and methods, have concluded that the metropolitan com
munity is the most elemental form of social organization in America.' More
than 40 years ago, according to Gras, the metropolitan economy had already
become the modern form of social organization in Western civilizaeon, one which
had risen in association with a new technological order. Similarly, McKenzie,
based upon a study of urbanization in the United States, reached the conclusion
that the metropolitan region had become the most important unit of communal
relations. Due to size, economies of scale, and specialization of functions, the
men opolis is able to organize and influence the social and economic life within
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a large area. Since distance serves as an impediment in numerous ways, the
influence of the metropolis is expected to diminish with increasing distance from
it. Specialization and differentiation within the rural hinterland also are expected
to decrease with increasing distance from the metropolitan center.

The exposure of rural residents in the United States to urban life through
personal contact and through mass media probably has no. been equaled else-
where in the world. In the words of Comhaire and Cahnman:

The industrial society in which we live is urban through and through, especially in
the United States, where the farmer is a busineuman who keeps a sharp eye on
domestic and world markets, applies scientific methods in seeding and feeding, owns
a car and a television. set, and has his wife and daughter dressed according to the
latest fashion. . . . Ecologically speaking, the American farmer does not live in a
city, yet his ways are citified. He is of the city even though he is not in the city.'

Despite the comparative truth of this assertion, rural residents in the United
States are not equally exposed to, or affected by, urban life and values. The
extent of exposure to urban areas, through both personal contact and mass media
is, to d large extent, a function of distance.

It is also a basic proposition that urban-influenced changes in rural areas are
related to the size of the urban center. Larger cities are likely to be more
differentiated economically and culturally than smaller cities. The mass media
systems of large cities, for example, are apt to be more numerous, diverse, and
powerful than the comparable media of smaller cities. The point of origin of a
large proportion of all network radio and television programs, as well as of
magazine Lid book publishing, is the large city. Such considerations undergird
the proposition that urban influence on rural areas is closely related not only to
city size but also to distance from large centers.

Definition of rural and urban residence

To a very considerable extent, knowledge about the people of rural America
is governed by the definitions of residence groups adopted by the census of
population, together with those of the census of agriculture. It is by deliberate
choice that the Census Bureau's definitions of rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and
urban residence are used throughout the analyses in this monograph. Our purpose
is as much to evaluate the meaning and usefulness of these definitions as it is to
describe the populations defined by them. It is necessary, therefore, that the
1960 residence categories be made explicit.

The 1960 Census of Population defines the urban population as

. . . all persons living in (a) places of 2,500 inhabitants or more incorporated as
cities, boroughs, villages, and towns (except towns in New England, New York, and
Wisconsin) ; ',b) the densely settled urban fringe, whether incorporated or unincor-
porated, of urbanized areas . . .; (c) towns in New England and townships in New
Jersey and Pennsylvania which contain no incorporated municipalities as subdivisions
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and have either 25,000 inhabitants or more or a population of 2,500 to 25,000 anda density of 1,500 persons or more per square mile; (d) counties in States other thanthe New England States, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania that have no incorporatedmunicipalities within their boundaries and have a density of 1,500 persons per squaremile; and (e) unincorporated places of 2,500 inhabitants or more'

The population living outside of the areas classified as urban was classifiedas rural, with a further division into rural-farm and rural-nonfarm. The farmpopulation consists of people living in rural territory on places of 10 or moreacres from which sales of farm products amounted to $50 or more in 1959, oron places of less than 10 acres from which the sales of farm products amountedto $250 or more in 1959. This was essentially the same definition used for the1959 Census of Agriculture, except that in that census some farms not meetingthe minimum criteria were included because they normally could be expectedto meet these criteria, and farms in urban areas were counted. Thus, personsliving outside of urban areas on places classified as farms were in the rural-farmpopulation; all other persons living outside of urban areas were classified asrural-nonfarm residents.

The authors believe that the rural-farm population in 1960 was a relativelyhomogeneous aggregate, although the definition may no longer be an especiallyuseful one. While the procedures of 1950 and earlier relied upon respondents'opinions to determine their rural-farm residence, the 1960 procedures relied uponexplicit criteria involving acreage and value of farm products sold. Hence, directcomparisons of the rural-farm population over time cannot be made. It has beenestimated that a net reduction of 4.2 million (or about one-fifth) occurred inthe rural -farm population due to the use of the 1960 rather than the 1950definition. Persons removed from the rural-farm population by the new definitionincluded : (1) an estimated 3.0 million whose places in 1960 did not meet fieacreage and value-of-products criteria, but who had reported themselves asresiding on farms in the previous census; (2) about 1.5 million open-countryresidents paying cash for home and yard only, who should not have been includedeven under 1950 procedures; and (3) an estimated 0.9 million persons whoseclassification changed because acreage and value of products sold were too smallto meet the 1959 definitions, but who had qualified under previous definitions.Thus, the net reduction of 4.2 million persons resulted from a gross deletion of5.4 million persons and a gross addition of 1.2 million persons.'

The rural-nonfarm residence category in 1960 was a heterogeneous, residualaggregate. Several classes within this residence type may be specified: (1) resi-dents of small towns, villages, and hamlets insufficiently large to be classed asurban; (2) residents of the open country who do not meet the requirements ofrural-farm residence; and (3) residents of "fringe" areas, especially those outsideof the incorporated limits of cities under 50,000 in size. As pointed out byWhitney, to refer to this population as "rural" creates serious semantic difficultiessince a major part resides in fringe areas around cities?'
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This analysis emphasizes both rural-farm and rural-nonfarm components of

the population as defined by the Census Bureau in 1960, treating them separately,

and comparing them with L. h other as well as with the urban population. Much

of the comparative material covers the entire population of the conterminous

yoked States, even though the emphasis is upon that portion classified as rural.

loping measures of rurality

one of the major tasks in this research was the development of an appropriate

measure of the degree of rurality in the United States. The problem was one of

measuring
shades or varying intensities of rurality apart from reliance upon

Census definitions of rural and urban. In facing the problems of developing such

a measure, we concluded that the population classified by the Census as rural or
rural-farm contains a spectrum of rurality which must be further delineated.

e alternatives, as well as the methods used to delineate the concept of rurali y,

aft outlined in the following paragraphs.

some researchers have used the proportion of the labor force engaged in farm-
sat as a measure of rurality. While this single index has some validity, it evades

y Issues and imputes an excessively narrow conception to the phenomenon of
rurality. The use of the percentage of the labor force employed in agriculture as

the measure places undue importance upon farming when our interests extend to
dimensions broader than occupation as a causal element in the explanation of
population differences. While we have not used occupation in our measures of
rurality, the analysis of rural occupational categories has not been neglected.
Farming as an occupation is unique in many ways. For example, it has unusual
economic relationships relating to the value of family labor, thus affecting such
phenomena as family size, school attendance, and labor force participation.
Farming may also instill orientations to life substantially different from other
occupations.

Three measures of rurality were developed which quantify the situation of a
'riven county area in terms of its distance from a standard metropolitan statistical
area (SMSA) and the size of the SMSA involved."iach measure reflects some-
what different assumptions regarding the effect of urban influence on surrounding
areas.

These measures of proximity of a county to urban areas have several elements
in common. First, they used SMSA's as reference points. This was done for
several reasons. The problem of computer programing was simplified by the
we of SMSA's as reference points, inasmuch as the SMSA's were identified on
the Census data tapes. Also, it was assumed that unless an urban industrial con-
centration had at least 50,000 population it would be too small to influence the
surrounding areas in major ways. Second, all of the distance measurements were
in 50-mile bands. This interval was chosen because it represents approximately
an hour in commuting time. Third, the measurement was applied to all county
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units. The reason for using counties as units was that the data were not available
on computer tapes for geographic units of the rural-farm population below the
county level. Even if available, the development of the rurality variable and the
computer programing for areas smaller than county units on a national scale
would have Seen prohibitively expensive for this project.

The first of the measures of rurality is simply the distance of a county from
the nearest SMSA. This measure was developed by drawing circles having a
radius of 50 miles, 100 miles, 150 miles, etc., from the geographical center of the
largest city in each SMSA in the United States. Each SMSA county was assigned
the value of zero. Each non-SMSA county which fell within a circle of 50-mile
radius was assigned the value of 1; each county falling within the band 50 to 99
miles from the nearest SMSA v. as assigned the value of 2, etc.

Whenever a non-SMSA county was assigned two or more values of the distance
measure on the basis of distance from more than one SMSA central city, the
lowest value assigned was taken as the distance measure assigned. Using this
method, each county in the conterminous United States was assigned a value from
0 to 6. No county was more than 300 miles from an SMSA in 1960.

Table I-1 shows the numerical distribution of counties in the United States,
by regions and divisions, classified according to the procedures just outlined.
A map of the United States (fig. I-1) depicts counties categorized by this dis-
tance measure. More than 40 percent of all counties are located in a band rang-
ing from 50 to 99 miles from an SMSA; only about one-fourth are 100 miles or
more from an SMSA. The most remote counties, as expected, are in the West
North Central, Mountain, and Pacific Divisions.

Table I-1.DISTRIBUTION OF COUNTIES BY DISTANCE-VALUE ASSIGNED, BY
REGIONS AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Distance
value

assigned
1

United
States

Region Division

North
east

North
Cen-
tral

South Nest
New
Eng-
land

Middle
At-

untie

East
North-e.,,--tral

West
North

etral

,,,,
''''''''At-
lanti

East
South
Cen-
tral

Nest
South
Can-
tral

Mom.
tain

Pa.
sins

Total
0
1
2
1

4
5

b

3,0731.-----,
347
629

1,342
423
173
93
66

217_..
63
56
55
13
7
-
1

1L 055

96
230
383
165
74
45
42

1 1 387 414 67 150 436 619 553 364 470 261 133
125
328
614
116

4

43
13
90

109
88
48
23

26
10
14
10
6
-

57
48
41

3
1

65
163
1%
42
9
3

31
67

229
143
65
42
42

58
161
292
42

20
94

222
26

47
73

300
46
4

17
9

45
7T
70
42
21

2
4

45
12
11

2

Represents zero.
' For explanation of distance-value assigned, see note 12, page 17.

The two other measures of rurality used in the analysis took size of population
as well as distance into account when categorizing differences. Each county,
whether in an SMSA or not, was assigned a numerical value on a scale ranging
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from 0 to 20 in accordance with a detailed set of rules designed to measure and
graduate the influence of SMSA's on one another and on non-SMSA counties."
These rules are in keeping with the assumption that urban influence radiates
from large metropolitan agglomerations to diminish the rurality of counties within

certain orbit of dominance, and that the effect of this influence on particular
counties may be expressed as a linear function of both the size of the metropolitan
agglomerate and the distance between it and the counties it influences.

In many artas, especially in the eastern portion of the United States, cities of
varying sizes are found close to one another. The urban or rural character of
counties with smaller cities located close to larger cities in nearby counties is
certain to be influenced to some extent by both internal and external social and
economic forces, and the rules for assigning scale values take this into account.
At the same time, however, the rules place a limit or. the arithmetic of multiple
influence on a county by providing that external influence shall not be weighed
so heavily that the influenced county is assigned a scale value greater than that
of the external area which influences it.

The justification for limiting the upper value assigned any county is related
to our hypothesis regarding the way in which arban influence is transmitted.
While it was hypothesized that the size of the dominant urban industrial area
was important in determining its influence, it was also felt that, at some point,
increases in population merely reflect duplications of functions and conditions
that exist in areas having a very large population. It was decided arbitrarily
that an SMSA having 2 million population would have the essential economic

and social conditions to exert a maximum influence over the adjacent rural
areas. On a more practical level, some device was necessary to prevent the few
'largest SMSA's from overpowering all of the other areas.

Regarding the assumptions of linear relationships in the size and distance func-

tions, there was ne evidence at hand that other relationships would be more
valid. The fact that population characteristics of cities vary in a nonlinear
manner has little relevance because our concerns are the extent of urban in-
fluence on rural areas and the development of a measure of rurality apart from
observed characteristics. Based on our hypothesis of how urban influence is

transmitted, linear relationships appeared as valid as any other. Moreover, they
are much simpler to deal with in computer programing and are more easily
explained. In any case, part of the purpose of the research was to obtain evidence

regarding the nature of the relationships.

Thus, two size-distance measures of rurality were developed. They differ only

in the assumption as to the maximum distance that an SMSA of 2 million
extends its influence. In one case it was assumed, in effect, that the maximum

area of influence was 500 miles; in the other, that the maximum was 200 miles.
Placed in a somewhat different context, the first measure assumes that each du-
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tance of 50 miles reduces urban influence in an area by the same amount as do
200,000 fewer people in the .ity. The second size-distance measure assumes that
each distance of 50 miles from the influencing urban area is equivalent to
400,000 fewer people in the influencing county. The two measures will be re-
ferred to as size-distance, and size-distance,.

Each of these measures of proximity to urban areas was used extensively in
separate analyses. After viewing the results, it was decided that they would be
reported for two measures only, namely, sample distance and size- distances be-
cause little difference emerged in the results of analyses using the size-distance,
and size-distance, measures. Where differences occurred, in our judgment the
results using the size-distance, measure were more plausible. Throughout the
remainder of the monograph, the two measures actually used and reported will
be referred to simply as "distance" and "size-distance."

Table 1-2 summarizes the numerical distribution of counties in the United
States, by region and division, according to size-distance, values. Figure 1-2
shows counties of the conterminous United States categorized by the size-dis-
tance values assigned them. A large proportion of high value counties, that is,
those counties assumed to be the least rural, are located in those divisions having
the largest cities, notably the Middle Atlantic and East North Central Divisions.
Counties having values of less than 10, and therefore assumed to be the most

Table I- 2. DISTRIBUTION OF COUNTIES BY VALUE OF THE SIZE- DISTANCE
MEASURE ASSIGNED, BY REGIONS AND DIVISIONS FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

Si..-
distance
Neuure
assisnedl

United
Stoles

Anion Division

dortit.
east

Nor th
Cen-
tr.'

South Vest AM-
lard

At-
lantie

-....

last
North
....
w"
tral

Vest
northco.

tral

Sou th
At-

)antic

tut
South
...
"""
tral

Yost
South
.

`"'
tral

Ibun.
...la

"
Pa-

eiri,

Total 3,073 217 1,055 1,387 414 67 150 436 619 553 364 470 281 113
0. 525 - 162 148 215 - - - 162 39 15 94 201 14
1 162 . 36 95 31 - - - 36 32 13 50 24 7
2....... 154 - 25 11.1 Id - - 1 24 44 27 40 6 12
3 141 - 31 89 21 . - . 31 23 20 46 14 7
4 248 1 33 196 18 1 . 4 29 SO 64 52 8 10
5 119

-3

36 65 18 - - 1 35 6 9 50 7 11a 251 43 198 7 3 - 13 30 78 72 48 4 3

7 81 - 36 33 12 - - 5 31 4 7 22 6 68 223 6 57 15t 6 2 4 11 46 47 72 33 2 4
9 63 . 45 12 6 - - 10 35 1 5 6 5 110 222 21 98 95 8 8 13 55 43 47 34 14 2 611 48 1 31 10 6 1 8 23 1 - 9 - 6
12 220 27 122 55 16 10 17 04 36 :01 20 4 2 14
13 15 3 7 5 1 2 4 3 4 I - ' .

1. 246 38 148 48 12 9 29 121 27 46 2 - - 121 16 3 10 2 1 2 1 9 1 1 1 - - 1
16 168 41 77 45 5 8 3' 65 12 45 - - . 5
17 13 5 8 . 1 4 8 . - -
18. 25 7 6 9 3 3 4 6 - 4 . . 3
19 ld 7 11 - - 3 4 6 5 - - - -
20 115 % 33 17 11 16 38 25 8 15 2 - - 11

Represents zero.
For explanation of derivation of size-distance measures, see note 12, page 17.
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rural, are rare indeed in these two divisions. The lowest size-distance values in
the Nation, it will be noted, are found in the Mountain, West North Central, and
West South Central Divisions.

Sever.t1 uses have been made of the two measures representing rurality. Data
describing rural America use the distance and size-distance measures. For ex-
ample, characteristics such as age, sex, years of school completed, and the occupa-
tion and industry group are shown in tables based upon the distance or the size-
distance measure. Perhaps the greatest use made of these measures was in the
regression equations designed to explain inter county differences in family in-

one, earnings of farmers and farm managers, and fertility rates. These equations
(chapters V, IX, and the appendix) all included one or more variables repre-
senting the importance of fanning as an occupation and one variable represent-
ing rurality. The regression equations were developed in large part to test the
hypothesis that such factors had an independent influence on observable differ-
ences in population characteristics, apart from the other differences. Since the
equations were run separately, with each of the rurality measures, the results
provide considerable insight into the nature of the relationships as well as their
magnitude.

The organization of the monograph

This monograph has at least three purposes. They are: (1) to describe the
characteristics of that portion of the population classified by the Bureau of the
Census as rural-farm and rural-nonfarm, comparing and contrasting each with
the other as well as with the urban population in 1960; (2) to analyze the
reasons for the observed differences within the rural population components and
between the urban and the rural population components; and (3) to test several
economic and sociological hypotheses regarding the effect of urban dominance
upon the rural areas of the United States. In addition, as a byproduct, we test
our ability to explain observed differences within the urban population of the
United States by using the same variables as in the analysis of the rural areas.
We anticipate that the results of our analyses will be of particular significance to
researchers interested in the use of computers in analysis of census data.

Chapter II deals with the number and distribution of the rural population, by
color, in 1960. Each of the rural components receives attention, trends in rural
population size are outlined, and selected socioeconomic and demographic char-
acteristics are described and analyzed. Chapter III is devoted to the age and
sex composition of the rural population; chapter IV, to differential fertility;
chapter V, to the explanation of fertility differences; chapter VI, to school en-
rollment and educational attainment; chapter VII, to occupation and industry
groups; chapter VIII, to family income and earnings; and chapter IX, to a dis-
cussion of family income variations. As indicated previously, results are also
reported in these chapters for the urban as well as the rural population. A final
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chapter attempts to summarize the major findings, to evaluate the Censusdefinitions of residence, and to speculate concerning the meaning of some ofour results.
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NOTESContinued

o A standard metropolitan statistical area is a county or counties having at least one
city with a population over 50,000, or two cities having contiguous boundaries with a
combined population of over 50,000, or a county which is metropolitan in character
adjacent to a county with such a city. For further details see "Area. Classifications," in
introduction of the 1960 Census of Population, General Social and Economic Character-
istics, Series PC(1), p. VII.

1 Each county in the United States was assigned a size-distance measure as a basis
for a classification of counties by degree of rurality in accordance with the following
definitions, rules, and procedures. The measure was designed to place each county on
3 scale from 0 to 2n, the lower limit conforming to maximum, and the upper limit to
minimum rurality. "he values of the size-distance measures assigned to particular
counties depend upon the spatial relationship between the county and one or more
SMSA's, which by their proximity to the county have some influence over its degree
of rurality.

1. If an SMSA has but one county it is assigned an integral value on this scale
according to the size of its population, to the nearest 100,000. Thus, a county of
621,318 inhabiants which is the sole county of an SMSh is assigned a value of 6,
one with 651,318, a value of 7, etc. Counties with more than 2 million population are
assigned the value 20, no matter how great the actual population may be.

2. In an SMSA with more than one county, the one containing the central city or
the largest of two or more central cities is called the dominant county of the SMSA.
The scale value assigned to it and all other counties constituting the SMSA is based
on the total population of the SMSA to the nearest 100,000, as in rule 1, above.
Hence, every county in the SMSA, no matter what its actual population or geographical
situation, is assigned the same scale value as determined by the size of the population
of the entire SMSA.

3. A county not in any SMSA is assigned a scale value based in part on its distance
from one or more SMSA's which may have an influence on its degree of rurality and,
in part, on the size of each such SMSA. The scale value to be assigned is based on
concentric circles having their common center in the geographical center of the largest
central city of each SMSA. These circles have radii which are integral multiples of
50 miles. Two such scales have been used. The "linear-2" scale assigns to the circle
of 50-mile radius a scale value equal to the scale value of the SMSA minus 2. The
band of territory between the circles of 50- and 100-mile radii has the scale value of
the SMSA minus 4, etc. Thus, a "linear-2" scale for an SMSA with a scale value of
10 will comprise a circle of 50-mile radius with a scale value of 8, and 3 successive
circular bands with scale values of 6, 4, and 2, respectively. The "linear-4" scale for
the same SMSA would comprise an inner circle of 50-mile radius with a scale value of
6, and one band with a scale value of 2.

4. Counties not in SMSA's are assigned scale values as follows:
a. If a county lies entirely within a circular band from one SMSA, and no band

of another SMSA covers it, even in part, its scale value is that of the band which
coven it.

b. If a county is completely covered by two or more circular bands from one
SMSA, and no band of another SMSA covers it, even in part, it is assigned the
scale value of the covering band with the highest scale value.

c. If a county is completely covered by partially overlapping bands of the same
scale value from two or more SMSA's, but is not covered completely by any one
of these bands, the common scale value of the overlapping bands is assigned as the
scale value of the county.
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NOTESContinued

d. If any part of a county is not covered by any band, the county is assigned a
scale value of zero.

S. When two or more SMSA's are spatially located so that bands from a larger
SMSA cover part or all of the territory of a smaller SMSA, the scale value assigned
to each of the counties of the smaller SMSA may be increased to take into account
the influence of the larger SMSA on the smaller. This occurs when the dominant
county of the smaller SMSA is completely covered by one or more bands from one or
more larger SMSA's. The procedures of rule 4, above, are used to determine the
band value to be added to the scale value of the dominant county of the smaller
SMSA. Once the scale value of the dominant county is so augmented, it becomes the
scale value of each other county of the smaller SMSA in accordance with the prin-
ciple that all counties of an SMSA must have the same scale value. However, it is
not possible under this framework to have the counties of the smaller SMSA attain
scale values exceeding those of the larger SMSA's whose band values influence the
smaller SMSA's. Should this occur, the scale values of the counties of the smaller
SMSA are reduced to those of the larger SMSA. For example, if the counties of one
SMSA have a scale value of 9 because the entire SMSA has a population of 920,000,
and the dominant county lies entirely within a band of scale-value 7 from another
SMSA of scalevalue 11, the normal application of these rules would kad to the
assignment of a scale value of 9 plus 7, or 16, for each county of the smaller SMSA.
Since the scale value of the larger SMSA, whose bands have augmented the scale
value of the smaller SMSA, is only 11, each county of the smaller SMSA is assigned
the scale-value 11.

6. An SMSA may have its scale value augmented by virtue of its proximity to a
larger SMSA and, at the same time, have bands of its own which contribute to the
scale value of still other counties in other SMSA's or in no SMSA.



CHAPTER II

NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE
RURAL POPULATION

Introduction
The transformation of America from a rural, agricultural economy to an

urban, industrial one is among the more significant changes in American history.
The highly urban quality of contemporary American life belies a long history
of life in small rural communities, often under isolated frontier conditions. At
the time of the Revolutionary War, settlements west of the Atlantic Seaboard
States were rare, and even as late as 1850, rural settlements beyond the Mis-
sissippi River were still sparse. Until the middle of the last century, approximately
9 out of 10 persons were in the rural population. More than half of the population
was classed as rural until 1920.

High rates of population growth, due to both natural increase and immigra-
tion, prevailed from 1790 to 1960. While the rural population shared in the
general population growth throughout this period, its rate of growth rarely
approached that of the urban population. Hence, by 1960, only about 3 persons
in 10 were classified as rural and considerably fewer than 1 in 10 as rural-farm.

This chapter deals with changes in the rural population and its compo-
nent parts,1 as well as the distribution, color, and racial composition of the rural
segment of the Nation's population in 1960.

Trends in the rural population
Changing definitions of 'residence, especially those of the recent past, preclude

an explicit and definitive tracing of trends for all residence groups. Despite the
difficulties engendered by changed definitions, no one would deny the long-
time decline in the relative numerical importance of the rural population in
the United States. The two rural residence categories with which we are espe-
cially concerned, farm and nonfarm, were used on a full scale in 1930 following
some experimentation with them in the 1920 Census. The definitions used to
distinguish rural-farm from rural-nonfarm populations remained unchanged
until the 1950 Census. Major changes were then made in the definitions of the
urban and rural-farm categories. These had a marked impact upon the rural-
nonfarm population. In the 1960 Census, additional major changes in the defi-

19
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nitions of the riirai-farm and the urban populations introduced new elements
into the -esidence ca.egories.' Efforts to overcome the incomparabilities resulting
from some of these changes have been incomplete and not entirely successful.

Changes in the rural-farm and rural-nonlarm populations. Changes in the
rural -farm and rural-nonfarm populations of the United Stmes since 1930 are
summarized in table II-1. The population classified as rural-nonfarm increased
from 23.6 million in 1930, to 27.0 million in 1940. In the next 10 years it grew
to 38.6 million, defined in the same way as in the previous censuses. By 1960
it numbered 40.3 million persons, but the definition had changed and there is
every likelihood that this figure is not comparable with those from earlier cen-
suses. While the rural-nonfarm population has become more homogeneous as a
result of definitional changes, no serious claim of even moderate homogeneity
can yet be made. Furthermore, changes in definition have served to greatly
moderate the apparent growth rate of this segment of the population.

The rural-farm population, as shown in table II-1, increased slightly between
1930 and 1940, but the percent it comprised of the total population actually
decreased. The numbers stood at 30.1 million in 1930, and 30.2 million in 1940.
By 1950, under a revised Census definition, tht rural-farm population dropped
to 23.0 million. Again, with the radically changed d;finition ud in 1960, the

Table II -1.- DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION BY UrtBAN, RURAL, AND
FARM RESIDENCE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1930 TO 1960

TOT current and previous urban definitions and changes in definition of farm population
between 1950 and 1960, see text]

Residence

1960 1950

1940 1930Current
urban

def int A "^

previous
urban

definition

Current
urban

defiaiticii

Previous
urban

definition

Total 1178,466,732 178,464,236 130,697,361 150,677,361 1.11,669,275 122,775,046
Nonfarm (NA) (NA) 127,363,623 127,363,623 101,122,364 92,329,6%
Farm (NA) (NA) 23,01,738 23,331,738 30,546,911 30,445,390

Urban 124,714,055 112,531,941 96,467,686 88,927,464 74,423,702 68,954,823

Farm (NA) (NA) 283,388 255,199 330,723 287,837

Rural 53.752,677 65,932,295 54,229,675 61,769.897 57,245,573 33,120,223

Nonfarm 40,320,886 (NA) 31,181,325 38,693,358 27,029,385 23,662,710

FM 13,431,791 (NA) 23,048,350 23,076,519 30,216,188 30,157,513

PRAM? DISTRIBUTION

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Nonfarm (NA) (MA) 04.5 84.5 76.8 75.2

Farm (NA) (MA) 15.5 15.5 23.2 24.8

Urban 69.9 63.1 64.0 39.0 36.5 56.2

Rural 30.1 36.9 36.0 41.0 41.5 43.,

Nonfarm 22.6 (MA) 20.7 2i.7 20.5 19.3

Fars 7.5 (NA) 15.3 15.3 22.9 24.4

NA Not available.
*Based on 26peromt sample.

Source : 1950 Census of Population, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part I, United
States Summary, tables and 115 (adjusted to excl:ide data for Alaska and Hawaii) ; 1950 Census
of Population, Vol. II, Characteristics ol the Population, Part I, United States Summary,
table 84.
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rural-farm population dropped to only 13.4 million persons. Over the three
decades covered by these figures the rural-farm portion of the total population
declined rapidly from 24.6 percent in 1930 to 7.5 percent in 1960.

The Department of Agriculture has made annual and quinquennial estimates
of the farm population dating from 1910. These are given in table 11-2. Accord-

ing to these estimates, the farm population numbered approximately 32.4 million
prior to the First World War and comprised about one-third of the total popula-
tion. By 1930 it. had dropped to 30.5 million, or approximately one-fourth of
the national population. During the depression, the farm population increased
substantially, only to decline again to predepression levels during the later years
of the 1930's. The decade of the 1940's saw a radical decline in the farm popu-
lation. In 1950 the farm population stood at 23 million, or less than one-sixth
of the total population. Since then the decline has been unrelenting, some loss
occurring in virtually every year. By 1964, the farm population of the United
States, including Alaska and Hawaii, stood at 12.9 million, or 6.8 percent of the
total population. Further decreases in the farm population appear to lie ahead.

Table 11-2.ANNUAL AND QUINQUENNIAL ESTIMATES OF THE FARM POPULATION,
FOR THE UNITED STATES: APRIL 1910 TO 1964

......-----"---,

Year
Fara

P0P9-.
lotion'

Percent
of total
papa-

lotion

Year
Pars
pow-
1attool

rsre.et
of total

"Pi-
lotion

. - - -

19648 12,954,003 6.8 1952 21,748,000 13.9
19631 13,367,000 7.1 1951 21,890,000 14.2
19628 14,313,000 7.7 1950 23,068,000 15.3
19618 14,803,003 8.1 1945 24,420,000 17.5Me 15,635,003 e.7 1940 30,547,010 23.2
19598 16,592,003 9.4 1935 32,161,000 25.3

1958 17,128,003 9.9 1930 .. 30,529,000 24.9
1957 17,656,030 10.4 1925 31,190,000 77.0
1956 18,712,000 11.2 1920 31,974,000 30.1
1955 19,078,030 11.6 1915 32,440,000 32.4
1954 19,019,000 11,8 1910 32,077,000 34.9
1953 19,874,030 12.5

1 Includes the Armed Forces overseas except for 1910, 1915, 1920, 1925, 1930, and 1935. Data
for those years relate only to persons residing in the Continental United States ; numbers in the
Armed Forces overseas were fairly small.

* Includes Alaska and Hawaii.
s Includes Alaska.

!louvre : Vera J. Banks, Calvin L. Beale. and Gladys K. Bowles, Farm Population Bolin saes
for 1910-64, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service (Washington, D.C..
October 1983), p. 19; and Current Population Reports, Farm Population, CensuERS, Series
P-27, No. 34. 1964 and No. 35. 1965.

Changes in rural population by size of place. From one census to the next,
throughout the entire history of the United States, the rural population has
grown less rapidly than the urban population. Thus, with one trivial exception
in 1820, the percent of the population classified as rural in any census has been
lower than the percent in the preceding census. This trend has persisted foe
over 170 years and is a most impressive demonstration of a highly pervasive
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demographic transformation. The rural population, however, is not a geographi-
cally homogeneous body. Some live in villages, hamlets, and settlements of dif-

ferent sizes and some, both farm and nonfarm, in open country. Statistics on the

distribution
of the rural population by size of place, which go back only to 1890,

show that there are real differences in the growth trends of different segments

of the rural population.

Disregarding the distortions introduced by definitional changes, it is clear that
the rural population living in places of 1,000 to 2,500 inhabitants has grown far
more rapidly between 1890 and 1960 than has the rural population living in
smaller plates or in open country. The population in places of 1,000 to 2,500 has
never been very large. It rose from 2.5 million in 1890 to 6.4 million in 1960,

or about 2Y2 times. The population in places of under 1,000 was only 1.7 times

ac great in 1960 as in 1890, and the open-cou t ry rural population was only 1.2

times as great in 1960 as in 1890.

Despite the relatively rapid growth rate of that part of the rural population

in places of 1,000 to 2,500, it has not kept pace with the growth of the total
population of the country. In 1890, about 4.0 percent of our population lived
in rural places of this size, and in 1960 this portion of the population had dropped

to 3.6 percent. Clearly, the growth rates of the other less rapidly growing seg-
ments of the rural population lagged even farther behind the rate of growth
of the total population. The rural population in places of under 1,000 inhabit-
ants comprised 3.6 percent of the national population in 1890, and only 2.2
percent in 1960, despite a 70-percent increase in numbers during this period.
The open-country rural population, which was 57.3 percent of the Nation's
total population in 1890, fell to only 24.3 percent by 1960.

These facts justify the following conclusions. First, between 80 and 90 percent
of the rural population lived outside of places on farms or in nonfarm residential
dwellings. This is the open-country component of the rural population which is
called "other rural territory" in Census reports. Second, the growth rate of the
open- country component is lower than the growth rate of the rural population
in places of under 1,000 inhabitants, which in turn is lower than the growth rate
of the rural population in places of 1,000 to 2,500 inhabitants. Information on
the distribution of the population by urban and rural residence, and of the rural
population by size of place, is shown in table 11-3.

It must be conceded that this evaluation of growth trends in the rural popula-
tion by size of place is influenced by the definitional changes introduced in 1950
and 1960. It is possible to trace the growth trends from 1890 to 1950 without the
distortions of the new definitions, because the 1950 data were tabulated both on
the old basis and the new. Here too the growth rates of the three segments of the
rural population fall into the same pattern, that is places of 1,000 to 2,500, fol-
lowed by places of under 1,000, followed by open country. The differences among
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the rates are not as wide, but they are still there. On the other hand, the changes in

definition
resulted in a reduction in the growth rates of the open-country rural

population and of the population in places of under 1,000, while augmenting the

growth rate of the rural population in places of 1,000 to 2,500. This effect is

readily detected by inspection of the figures for 1960 which were tabulated on the

Warne basis as those for 1950 and a.so on the basis of the new 1960 definitions.

The "other rural territory" or open-country component had an increase of 12.6

million between 1950 and 1960 according to figures from both censuses based

on the 1950 definition, but a decrease of 0.4 million according to figures for 1960

based on the 1960 definition, and figures for 1950 based on the 1950 definition.

Although the statistical series presented may be deficient in some respects, they

do portray the decline of a predominantly rural society and the rise of a predomi-

nantly urban one. The farm population has fallen to less than 8 percent; the

number living in small towns and villages has dropped to less than 6 percent; an

additional 16 percent resides in "other rural territory"; many of the latter live

in suburbs and other unincorporated built-up areas and, thus, spuriously inflate

the size of the already small American rural population.

Number and distribution of the rural population by farm and

nonfarm residence
Fewer than one-third of the people of the conterminous United States were

living in rural areas in 1960. The geographic distribution of the rural population

among the regions was unequal, with heavy concentrations in the South and

North Central Regions and relatively small numbers in the Northeast and the

West. About 3 out of 4 rural residents were found in the South and North Central

Regions; about one-sixth, in the Northeast; and just over one-tenth in the West.

A large fraction of the rural population was found in only two divisions, the

South Atlantic with 20.7 percent, and the East North Central with 18.2 percent.

Four divisions, the Middle Atlantic, the West South Central, the East South

Central, and the West North Central, each accounted for 10 to 12 percent, and

the New England, Mountain, and Pacific Divisions each had only 4 to 7 pevent

of the total. Nationally, the rural population was predominantly rural-nonfarm

as only 1 out of 4 rural residents lived on a farm. See 1,gure II-1 which shows the

United States according to regions and geographic divisions.

The rural-farm population. The rural-farm population in 1960 numbered

13,431,791, or 7.5 percent of the total population of the United States. Figure 11-2

portrays the distribution of this population by county. The heavy concentration

of farm population throughout the South and North Central States is apparent.

Comparatively few rural-farm people reside in the Northeast or in the great

stretches of territory in the West.

The size of the rural population of each State in 1960 is presented in figure

11-3. This chart, arranged according to the size of the rural-farm population,
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Figure IISeRURAL-FM % AND RURAL-0 NON FARM POPULATIONS, BY STATES:
196

frail el
S

mrs1-bm
VAR ppASos

WO Cosies IM

hut 1.1/

MN 113

Wanda 131

Ivan* 1.3/

Mm 4.15us

wane 112

imImIr la
Mutwo 101

Mum' 101

Me 111

Wes 311

Vow 311

raga 103

Mow is
Memu 2 II

'toilsome 20S

Saau Cieshm 211

Wpm 245

Arkmus 2.11

Ner Usk 2.12

Sasst 211

NeWisu 230

Poem 111

Lamm 111

SOO 00111$ 113

Non Owls 1 St

woeful 122

app 1a
WM 0.11

PM* 0.13

WM Vim 010

WOO 0.11

IOUs OA

Rama 101

No *to 043

Nna lesm

Mum 0.3/

Memel 0.34

Yana 131

1111 0.12

Remul 0.32

Ismatmetts 021

Commtce 111

Osimare 0.11

Nov *wow Olt

Noses 0.01

Vide NOV 0.10

WW1.. a Oast*
SOO 1.000 1300 2.000 2.500 3.003

Rural farm

Rural nonfam

I

BOUM : 111410 emus of Population, Vol. 1, Charactittiotico of the Population, Part 1, Unitod
Rats Summary, table 107.



28 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

shows more farm population in North Carolina than in any other State. Approxi-mately 6 percent of the rural-farm population of the conterminous United Statesresides in this State. Texas, Iowa, Minnesota, and Tennessee, each with morethan 4 percent of the rural-farm population, follow North Carolina in size offarm population. These five States account for slightly less than one-fourth ofthe rural-farm population of the Nation. On the other extreme, each of 18 Statesaccounts for less than 1 percent of the national rural-farm population.

Rural-farm residents in 1960 comprised 7.5 percent of the total population.In the South and North Central Regions, which together had three-fourths of allthe rural population, the percentage of rural-farm residents was well above thenational average, with 10.8 and 10.4 percent, respectively. The other two regions,which shared the remaining one-fourth of the country's rural population, hadrelatively small rural-farm populations, about 4.4 percent of the total populationin the West, and 2.0 percent in the Northeast.

Among the geographic divisions, two stand out as having relatively high propor-tions of rural-farm population, the West North Central Division, with 18.4 per-cent of its population classified as rural-farm, and the East South Central Divi-sion, with 17.3 re-cent. Three other divisions-the West South Central, SouthAtlantic, and Mountain-contain larger than average proportions of rural-farmpopulation. The remaining divisions, all below the national average, are the EastNorth Central, Pacific, Middle Atlantic, and New England. (See table II-4.)

Table II-4.-RURAL POPULATION, BY REGIONS AND DIVISIONS, FOR THECONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Age= sad
division

Rural population
Percent of total population

Total Rural

morass
Rural
fare

Percent

Total Runl
nonfarm

Rural
ranTotal 1

Rural
avatars

Rural
rare

United States
.

53,752,677 44,320,646 13,431,741 100.0 100.0 103.0 30.1 22.6 7.5Regions:

Northeast
2,232.624 7.922,241 912,423 16.4 19.7 6.8 19.7 17.7 2.0

North Central 16,131,272 10,745,701 9,392,971 30.0 26.7 40.1 31.2 20.6 10.4
south

22,747,230 16,876,233 5,920,747 42.4 41.1 44.0 41.9 30.7 10.8
West

9,978,091 4,772,091 1,206,033 11.1 11.8 9.0 21.9 17.9 4.4
Northeast:

Neu Ituglani 2,477,972 2,297,525 180,047 4.6 3.7 1.3 23.6 21.9 1.7
MIddle Atlantis 6,361,112 5,628,716 732,376 11.2 16.0 9.4 18.6 16.3 2.1

North Central:

1125 North C049711. 9,729.222 7,277,249 2,562,633 18.2 17.9 19.0 27.0 19.9 7.1
Neat North Central. 6,348,390 3,518,452 2,829,938 U.S 8.7 21.0 41.3 22.9 18.4South:

:moth Atlantis
11,107,696 4,789,374 2,322,322 20.6 21.4 17.2 42.7 33.d 8.9

Cast South Central. 6,216,104 4,135,448 2,080,261 11.9 10.2 19.4 11.6 34.3 17.3
Wert South Central. 5,43,829 3,995,611 1,518,214 10.1 9.8 11.3 32.3 23.3 9.0West'

Maintain
2,259,513 1,685,324 970,189 4.1 4.1 4.2 32.9 24.6 8.3

P6ciric 3 722 578, , 3 ORO 767, . 63941.1, 6.9 7.7 4.7 18.3 19.2
_

1,1

Source : 1960 Census of Population, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 1, UnitedStates Summary, table 10? (adjusted to exclude data for Alaska and Hawall).



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

THE RURAL POPULATION 29

The numerical concentration of the rural-farm population in the South and

North Central Regions is clearly seen in table 11-4. The rural-farm population

of the South was approximately 6 million and in the North Central Region, 5.4

million. These two regions account for 84.2 percent of the Nation's rural-farm

population. The remaining one-sixth of the rural-farm population includes 1.2

million in the West and less than 1 million in the Northeast.

Four of the nine geographic divisions contain over 2 million rural-farm popula-

tion each. These are the West North Central, East Not th Central, South Atlantic,

and East South Central. Together, these four divisions account for nearly three-

fourths of all rural-farm residents. Relatively small numbers of rural-farm persons

are found in the remaining divisions.

The rural- non /arm population. The rural-nonfarm population in 1960 num-

bered 40,320,886, and accounted for 22.6 percent of the total population of the

conterminous United States. It was often concentrated near large urban centers,

but may also be dispersed throughout the countryside, especially in the South

and Central States. (See figure II-4.)

The rural-nonfarm population of Pennsylvania is larger than that of any other

State. Ranking next in size of rural-nonfarm population are New York, Ohio,

North Carolina, California, Texas, and Michigan. The rural-nonfarm population

is generally much larger than the rural-farm population and in numerous States

is more than 5 times as large (fig. II-3) .

Over the country as a whole, just over one-fifth of the 1960 population com-
prised rural-nonfarm residents. There was, however, considerable regional varia-

tion in the proportion of rural-nonfarm population. In the Northeast and the
West about 180 of every 1,000 inhabitants were rural-nonfarm, as compared with

208 in the North Central Region and 307 in the South. Thus, in the South, the
proportion of rural-nonfarm population was about 70 percent higher than in
the Northeast and the West.

Two divisions of the Souththe South Atlantic and East South Central
had more than one-third of their populations classified as rural-nonfarm in 1960.

Three additional divisionsthe Mountain, West South Central, and West North
Centralhad proportions of rural-nonfarm population larger than the national

average. The remaining divisions, all below the national average in percentage
of rural-nonfarm population, were, in descending order, the New England, East

North Central, Middle Atlantic, and Pacific.

Numerically, the rural-nonfarm population is concentrated in the South and
North Central Region. The South, with 16.8 million, and the North Central
Region, with 10.7 million, together accounted for slightly more than two-thirds
of the total rural-nonfarm population of the conterminous United States. The
Northeast accounted for approximately one-fifth of the total and the West, the
remainderabout one - eighth of the total.
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Each of three divisions contained more than 5 million rural-nonfarm persons:
the South ACantic, with 8.7 million; the East North Central, with 7.2 million;
and the Middle Atlantic, with 5.6 million. Together these divisions accounted
for more than half of the total rural-nonfarm population of the Nation. More
than 3 million rural-nonfarm persons resided in each of these four additional
divisions: the East South Central, West South Central, West North Central, and

Pacific. The rural-nonfarm population is least numerous in the New England

and Mountain Divisions.

The rural nonwhite population
Approximately one-tenth of the rural population of the conterminous United

States in 1960 was nonwhite. While the number of rural nonwhites living on
farms was much smaller than the number classed as rural-nonfarm, the percent-
age of nonwhites was higher in the rural-farm population, 11.8 as compared
with 9.7 percent. Approximately 87 percent of all rural nonwhites resided in the
South, nearly 46 percent in the South Atlantic Division.

Negroes, of course, account for a large proportion of all nonwhites in the
Nation, and an almost equally large proportion of rural nonwhites. Of the 51/2
million rural nonwhites in the United States in 1960, approximately 5 million,
or 92 percent, were Negro. Approximately 367,000, or 6.7 percent, were Indian;
about 44,000, or 0.8 percent, Japanese; 21,000, or 0.4 percent, Filipino; and
8,000, or 0.2 percent, Chinese. The remainder of about 13,000 (0.2 percent)
was made up of people of various other nonwhite races.

The concentration of rural Negroes in the South, where approximately 93
percent of them reside, is well known. Less than 6 percent of all natal Negroes
live in the two regions of the North, and only 1.5 percent are found in the
West. Other nonwhite races residing in rural areas, however, are concentrated
in the West. Approximately 54 percent of all rural Indians, 73 percent of all
rural Japanese, 51 percent of all rural Chinese, and 80 percent of all rural
Filipinos are located in the West. A summary of the number and distribution
of rural nonwhites by region is found in table 11-5.

The rural-farm nonwhite population. The rural-farm nonwhite population in
1960 numbered 1,583,069, or 11.8 percent of the rural-farm total population
of the conterminous United States. As indicated in table 11-6, rural-farm non-
whites in the South represented approximately 94 percent of all rural-farm non-
white persons in the Nation, and one-fourth of all rural-farm persons in the
South. In the West they numbered approximately 63,000, or 4.0 percent of all
rural-farm nonwhites. Rural-farm nonwhites in the two regions of the North
numbered only about 38,000, the two regions together accounting for only 2.4
percent of all rural-farm nonwhites.

The heavy concentration of rural-farm nonwhites in the South Atlantic and
East South Central Divisions is evident from table 11-6. There were about
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722,000 in the South Atlantic Division and 518,000 in the East South Central,
accounting for 46 percent and 33 percent, respectively, of the rural-farm non-
white residents in the United States. Except for the West South Central Division,
which had 240,000 rural-farm nonwhites and 15.2 percent of all rural-farm
residents in the United States, no other division had more than 37,000.

Table II-S.-NONWHITE POPULATION BY RACE, RURAL RESIDENCE, AND
REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

eme.e.

Region Total
Nonwhite Negro Indian Japanese

-..

Chinese Filipino All
otter

NUM17

United States, total 20,009,280 18,060,117 508,675 260,019 198,954 106,426 73,045Northeast
3,155,352 3,028,470 26,356 17,962 53,654 10,650 18,231North Central
3,616,522 3,446,07/ 98,631 29,318 18,413 8,600 15,527south

11,496,477 11,311,607 127,568 16,245 16,839 10,720 13,496Mit
1,740,929 1,0013,974 256,120 196,534 110,052 76,4% 27,793

United States, rural 5,512,257 5,058,47:2 366,953 43,813 8,511 20,671 13,416Northeast
151,250 112,111 11,194 3,389 1,493 812 2,211North Central
220,460 144,778 64,321 3,707 710 867 2,2105men

4,808,545 4,703,660 91,591 5,167 1,880 2,432 MDOast
332,00e 74,304 199,840 31,860 4,368 16,520 5,110

PERCENT instarrnm 8Y MCI

United Stews, total 100.0 94.2 2.5 1.3 1.0 0.5 0.4Northeast
100.0 96.0 0.8 0.6 1.7 0.) 0.6North Central
100.0 95.3 2.7 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.4Soutn
100.0 98.4 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1Nest
100.0 61.7 14.7 11.3 6.) 4.4 1.6

Welted States, rural 100.0 91.8 6.7 0.8 0.2 0,4 0.2Northeast
100.0 87.3 7.4 2.2 1.0 0.6 1.5North Central
100.0 67.5 29.2 1.5 0.4 0.4 1.1South
100.0 97.8 1,9 0.1 (1) OA 0.1rest
100.0 22.4 60.2 9.6 1.3 5.0 1.5

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
PY REGION

United States, total 1l0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Northeast 15.8 16.1 5.2 6.9 27.0 10,0 24.3emu Central
18.1 18.2 19.4 11.3 9.2 8.1 20.7eoutr
57.4 60.0 25.1 6.2 8,5 10.1 18.0/e
8.7 5.7 50.3 75,6 55.) 71,8 37.0

United States, meal 100.0 100.1 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0Northeast
2.7 2.6 3.1 7.7 17.6 4.1 16.4North Central
4.0 2.9 17.5 7,8 9.0 4.2 17.2South
87.3 93.0 25.0 11.8 22.1 11.8 28.4kelt
6.0 1.5 54.4 72.7 11.3 79.9 38.0

Z Leas than 0.1 percent.

Source : 1960 Census of Population, Vol. I, Characteristics ot the Population, Part 1, UnitedStates Summary. table 51 (adjusted to exclude data for Alaska and Hawaii).

The rural-nonfarm nonwhite population. The rural-nonfarm nonwhite popula-tion in 1960 numbered 3,925,230, or 9.7 percent of the total in the contermi-
nous United States. While rural-nonfarm nonwhites show patterns of concentra-tion similar to those of the rural-farm nonwhites, considerably more dispersion
throughout the Nation is evident (table 11-6). Approximately 3.3 million, or84.6 percent, of all rural-nonfarm nonwhites were residents of the South in
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3960, about 7 percent in the West, about 5 percent in the North Central Region,
and less than 4 percent in the Northeast.

Ta 131 e H_-6.-TOTAL AND RURAL POPULATIONS BY COLOR, SY MOONS AND
DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

newton. division, sod color Total
,oblation

mulattos

Total I laral faro Ibiral noel

gated states:
White 158,460,691 48,244,378 i 11,1148,722 J6,70,656Nonwhite 20,006,041 5008,299 1,583,069 3,1125,230Percent nunwhite

r.twast:

11.2 10.2 11.8 9.7

Ittlte 41,527,941 8,688,328 905,713 7,782,615W0Ait 3,153,761 150,356 6,710 142,146Percent sanditt

worth Control:

7.1 1.7 0.7 1.8

Saito 43,005,880 15,916,631 5,361,129 10,555,502nai8414* 3,617,893 221,641 31,442 190,199Percent mandate

path:

7.0 1.4 0.6 1.8

itA44 43,469,348 17,993,118 4,439,238 13,553,880Nonwhite 11,4904,122 4,404,512 1,481,559 3,322,953Fervent await*

west:

20.9 21.1 25.0 19.7

White 23,457,522 5,646,301 1,142,642 4,503,659Nonwhite 1,740,265 331,790 63,3541 260,432Percent mandsite 6.4 5.6 5.3 5.6

On biased :
Whit.

10,243,978 2,454,70 179,517 2,273,236Maw/site 266,128 22,799 530 22,269Percent SOMA!to. 2.5 0.9 0.3 1.0
Middle Atlantic:

White 31,283,963 6,233,555 726,196 5,507,359Nonwhite 2,187,633 127,557 6,180 121,377Percent nonwhite

tae Worth central:

8.5 2.0 0.8 2.2

alto
33,257,264 9,670,CP6 2,553,314 7,111,712Igenalte
2,971,426 119,85c 9,319 . 110,537Percent nomaita

west North Central:

8.2 1.2 0.4 1.5

White 14,748,616 6,246,605 2,807,815 3,430,790Nonwhite
646.467 101,785 22,123 79,662Percent nonwhite 4.2 1.6 0.8 2.3

Smith Atlantic:
White

20,036,641 8,582,579 1,599,939 6,982.640Mandhite
5,923,617 2,525,117 722,303 1,402,736Percent nonmisite

last Saab Central:

22.1 22.7 31.1 20.5

Whit.
9,339,134 4,935,144 1,561,4% '3,373,690
2,710,992 1,200,965 518.807 762,158?grease ilaktite 22.5 20.6 34.9 18.4

Wet 3catia Castro!:
Nate

14,093,573 4,473,395 1,277,345 3,197,550
2,859,513 9118,430 360,369 758.061Percent. aaatilte 16.9 18.2 15.8 19.2

Maintain:
Mate 6,514,00 2,068,013 532,966 2,535,067Nonwhite .

340,995 187,500 37,343 150,257Percent nonalate 5.0 8.3 6.5 4.9
Pacific:
White

18,943,479 3,571,2118 609,696 2,968,592Nonwhite 1,399,270 144,290 26,115 119,175Percent nardate 6.9 3.9 4.1 3.8

Source : 1960 Census of Population, Vol. I, Chorseteristics of the Paulette*, Part 1, UnitedIt949 891090117, table 107 (adjusted to esclude data tor Alaska and Hawaii).
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As shown in table 11-6, the largest numbers and proportions of rural-nonfarm

nonwhites are located in the three Southern div;sions of the Nation, the South

Atlantic Division alone accounting for approximately 46 percent of the national

total. Except for the New England Division, in which only 22,000 rural-nonfarm

nonwhites reside, each remaining division had between 110,000 and 150,000,

or between 2.0 and 3.8 percent, of all rural-nonfarm nonwhites.

Population dispersal around large urban centers

A very large part of the American population, whether urban or rural, farm

or nonfarm, lives in or within a relatively short distance of large urban centers.

For purposes of this study every county in the United States has been classified

according to its distance from the nearest standard metropolitan statistical

area (SMSA), in terms of 50-mile bands of territory centering on each SMSA.

This has been described in chapter I. The 1960 Census figures on the number

of inhabitants in each county, by color, classified as urban, rural-nonfarm, and

rural-farm, have been cumulated for the counties in each set of these distance

bands, and percentages of the population in the different color-residence cate-

gories were computed. The end-product is a body of data on the population by
color and residence in each of six classes according to distance of the county

of residence from the nearest SMSA. A summary of these data is depicted in

figure 11-5.

Figure 11-5.POPULATION BY RURAL AND URBAN RESIDENCE, AND DISTANCE

FROM NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, FOR THE

CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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Nearly 114 million people, or slightly less than two-thirds of the population
of the conterminous United States, live in SMSA's. Another 20 million live with-
in 50 miles of an SMSA, 33 million more within the next 50-mile band, 8 million
in the band from 100 to 150 miles, and about 4 million in the last three bands.
In all, 93 percent of the American people live within 100 miles of an SMSA.
'Phis includes 96 percent of the urban population, 88 percent of the rural-nonfarm,
and 82 percent of the rural-farm.

The largest number of urban residents is found in SMSA's rather than in any
outlying 50 -mile band of territory. The largest concentrations of both rural-farm
and rural-nonfarm residents are found in the band 50 to 99 miles from
the SMSA's. In this band are found over 14 million rural-nonfarm inhabitants
and 6 million rural-farm. In areas more distant than 100 miles from an SMSA,
the total population is about 121/2 million, about one-fifth of which is rural-
farm, with the remaining four-fifths about equally divided between urban
and rural-nonfarm residents. Thus, beyond the 100-mile limit, the rural-nonfarm
population is about twice as large as the rural-farm population. (See appendix
table A-1.)

The rural-farm population within 100 miles of the Nation's SMSA's is dis-
persed in a curiously regular pattern. More than 1.6 million, or 12.4 percent, live
within SMSA's. About double that number live within 50 miles of an SMSA,
and the number doubles again in the next 50-mile band. Beyond the 100-mile
band, the rural-farm population declines sharply. Only 1.4 percent live 250
miles or more from SMSA's. (See appendix table A-1.)

The distribution of the rural-farm population by distance from the nearest
SMSA is different for whites and nonwhites in the different geographic regions.
Outside the South, nonwhites comprise a trivial proportion of the rural-farm
population, about 1.3 percent. In general there is a tendency for the rural non-
white population to live in or closer to SMSA's in the Northeast than elsewhere,
but this tendency is also characteristic of the rural-farm white population in this
region and reflects primarily the high degree of metropolitanization of the region.
In the North Central Region neither the white nor the nonwhite rural-farm
population is found to a great extent in SMSA's, but about 80 percent of each
group resides in the zorm extending up to 150 miles from an SMSA. In this region
the rural-farm white population tends to live closer to the SMSA's than does the
nonwhite. In the West, almost a fifth of the rural-farm populationboth white
aim nonwhiteis found in SMSA's, almost none in the first 50-mile zone,
about half of the white and one-third of the nonwhites in the zones from 50 to
149 miles. In the South, a large concentration of rural-farm white and rix!.ihite
populations is found in the band from 50 to 99 miles from an SMSA. About 64
percent of the rural-farm nonwhite population and 58 percent of the white rural-
farm population live in this zone. Less than one-tenth of the rural-farm popula-
tion of the South is over 100 miles from an SMSA.
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The rural-nonfarm population is also heavily concentrated near largr. centers.
Approximately 12 million, or about 30 percent of all rural-nonfarm persons, re.
side in SMSA counties; an additional 8.6 million, or about 22 percent, live within
50 miles of the nearest SMSA; and about 14.3 million more, or nearly 36 percent
of the total rural-nonfarm population, reside between 50 and 99 miles from the
nearest SMSA.

The composition of the population by residence and color in the several dis-
tance bands is summarized in table 11-7. The population in SMSA's is largely
urban, about 88 percent, and all but 11/2 percent of the rural population is rural-
nonfarm. Outside the SMSA counties, the proportion of the population in a
distance band which is urban is relatively stable ranging from 37 percent in the
50-to-99-mile band to a maximum of 42 percent in the 150-to-199-mile band.
Similar regularities are found for the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm populations
outside of SMSA counties. The rural-farm population ranges from 16 percent
of the total population in the under-50-mile band to 21 percent in the 100-to-
149-mile band, and the range of variation in the proportion of the population
which is rural-nonfarm rum from 40 percent in the 100-to-149-mile band to
45 percent in the under-50-mile band.

Table II-7.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION BY RURAL AND
URBAN RESIDENCE AND COLOR, BY DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD
METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

Rsoidence and color Total
Inside
SMSA

counties

Distance from nearest 211A1

lass than
50 Idles

50 to 99

idles

100 to 149

tines

150 to 199

toles

203 miles
or Mr*

'hated States 103.0 103.0 100.0 103.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Rural form 7.5 1.5 16.0 18.9 20.6 16.6 10.4white 6.6 1.4 14.4 15.9 16.9 16.4 19.3
Nonwhite 0.9 0.1 1.6 3.0 1.9 0.4 1,1

Rural nonfarm 22.6 10.7 44.5 43.9 40.0 41.0 40.0
White 20.4 10,1 39.3 38.2 36.5 39.4 35,5Nmwhite 2.2 0.6 4.7 5.7 3.5 1.6 4,5

Urban 69.9 87.6 39.5 37.2 39.2 42.2 39.6
white 61.8 77.2 35.9 32.6 36.9 41.4 38.8
Nonwhite 8,1 10.6 3,6 4.6 2.3 0.6 0.8

For explanation of measurement procedure, see chapter I. page 17.

Source : Appendix table A-1.

The nonwhite population reaches its greatest relative size in the band lying
from 50 to 99 miles from an SMSA. In this band over 13 percent of the popula-
tion is nonwhite. Within SMSA's nonwhites comprise 11 percent of the popula-
tion, and M the under-50-mile band, about 10 percent. The white population
dominates in all bands, ranging from 97 percent of the population of the 150-to-
199-mile band down to about 87 percent in the 50-to-99-mile band,

Regional differences in residence patterns of whites and nonwhites with respect
to distance are summarized in table 11-8. In general, the rural-farm population
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of the Northeast and the South resides in or in closer proximity to large urban

centers than does that of the North Central or West Regions. Nearly two-thirds
of the white rural-farm population in the Northeast either resides in or within
50 miles of an SMSA. Comparable proportions for the North Central, South,
and West Regions are 38, 33, and 24 percent, respectively. Nearly three-fifths
of the rural-farm white population of the South, however, reside between 50 and
99 miles from an SMSA, compared with 39 percent in the North Central Region,
26 percent in the Northeast, and 25 percent in the West. The percent of the
rural-farm white population residing 100 miles or more from an SMSA is 51
percent in the West, 23 percent in the North Central Region, 10 percent in the
Northeast, and 9 percent in the South.

Table II-8.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE RURAL POPULATION BY COLOR,
DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, AND
REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Region.Negion, reedence,
And Culvr

Total MIA
counties

Distance from nearest 96A1

hems than
50 miles

50 to 99
*ilea

100 to 149

miles

T

150 to 199
miles

200 to 249
miles

250 miles
or mare

RURAL. FARM

.ortheast:
White 100.0 37.5 27.0 25.6 5.9 2.8 - 1.2
Nonwhite

earth Central:
100.0 48 7 33.2 13.1 3.1 0.5 - 1.4

White 100.0 10.9 27.1 38.9 16.1 3.6 1.4 2.0
Nonwhite 100.0 5.6 16.6 25.2 36.6 2.1 4.4 9.5

South:

White 100.0 8.6 24.5 58.1 8.6 0.2 - -
Nonwhite

kat:
100.0 5.9 21.1 63.9 9.1 (2) - -

White 100.0 22.6 1.8 25.0 22.9 13.9 8.2 5.6
Nonwhite 100.0 24.6 1.7 16.3 19.0 12.6 17.4 8.4

RURAL NONFARM

iortheast:

White 100.0 53.0 20.4 20.9 3.0 2.0 - '0.7
Nonwhite

aorth Central:
100.0 56.4 23.2 16.7 1.4 1.4 - 0.9

White 100.0 27.0 28.4 29.3 10.6 2.6 0.9 1.2
Nonwhite 1(3).0 25.7 18.3 24.9 15.1 3.7 4.3 7.8

50oth:

white.. 1n0.0 21.9 22.4 49.6 6.0 0.1 - -
Nvnwhite 100.0 15.6 25.2 53.4 5.8 (Z) -

Out:
White 100.0 35.1 3.6 23.5 19.0 10.6 5.8 2.4
Nonwhite 100.0 28.6 1.9 14.7 23.2 10.4 U.S 7.5

- Represents zero.
Z Less than 0.1 percent.
I For explanation of measurement procedure. see chapter I, page 17.

Source : Appendix table A-2.

Regional differences in the rural-nonfarm population, with respect to distance
from large centers, are akin to those described for the rural-farm population.
Due to the suburban character of one segment of the rural-nonfarm population,
a relatively high proportion of all rural-nonfarm residents lives in SMSA
counties; for both whites and nonwhites in the Northeast, this proportion is
well over half.
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Nearly 80 percent of the rural-nonfarm nonwhite popul: tion in the Northeast
resides either in SMSA's or within 50 miles of one. Comparable proportions for
the other three regions, in order, are North Central, 44 percent; South, 41
percent; and West, 31 percent. One-half of all rural-nonfarm whites in the
South reside between 50 and 99 miles from an SMSA, while in the North
Central Region the percentage is 29; in the West, 24; and in the Northeast, 21.
The proportion of the rural-nonfarm white population residing 100 miles or
more from an SMSA ranges from a high of 38 percent in the West to less than
6 percent in the Northeast.

Rural-nonfarm nonwhites, like rural-farm nonwhites, generally are more
distant from an SMSA than are whites only in the North Central and West
Regions. In the South, well over half of all rural-nonfarm nonwhites reside from
50 to 99 miles from the nearest SMSA. In the SMSA's of the South are found
about 16 percent of the rural-nonfarm nonwhite population of the region, as
compared with 22 percent of the whites.

Summary

Less than one-third of the population of the conterminous United States in
1960 was classified as rural. Within the rural population, there were approx.
imattly three rural-nonfarm residents for each rural-farm resident. The tural.
nonfarm category is residentially and occupationally heterogeneous, and a large
portion of it is inappropriately associated with the term "rural."

The rural-farm population in 1960 was heavily concentrated in the North
Central Region and the South, which together accounted for 84 percent of all
rural-farm residents. In each of these regions the rural-nonfarm population
comprised about one-tenth of the total population. The two geographic divisions
of the North Central Region each had almost a fifth of the population living
on farms in rural territory. There was no other geographic division which had
as much as one-tenth of its population classed as rural-farm.

The rural-nonfarm population in 1960 was also heavily concentrated in the
same two regions which contained the bulk of the rural-farm population, but
the concentration was not quite so heavy. About 70 percent of all rural-nonfarm
residents were in these two regions. No geographic division had less than 15
percent or more than 34 percent of its population consisting of ruralnonfarm
residents.

Approximately 5.5 million people, or 10 percent of the rural population of
the conterminous United States in 1960, were nonwhite. Of this number, about
92 percent were Negro, about 7 percent Indian, and the remainder was com-
prised of Japanese, Chinese, Filipino, and other nonwhite groups. The rural-farm
population contained slightly less than 1.6 million nonwhites in 1960, with 94
percent residing in the South. Rural-farm nonwhites numbered more than 20,000
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in each of three divisions outside of the South, namely, the Mountain, Pacific,
and West North Central Divisions. While the rural-nonfarm population con-
tained approximately 4 million nonwhites, the proportion of nonwhites in this
category was less than in the rural-farm population. Rural-nonfarm nonwhites
also were highly concentrated in the South, but to a lesser degree than rural-farm

nonwhites.

A very large proportion of the American population in 1960 resided within
a short distance of a standard metropolitan statistical area. Over one-third of
all rural-farm residents were within an SMSA or within 50 miles of one. Less
than half (46 percent) of all rural-farm people lived between 50 and 99 miles
of an SMSA, and less than one-fifth were 100 or more miles away from the
nearest SMSA. The rural-nonfarm population, of course, was even less removed
from large centers than the rural-farni population. More than half of the rural-
nonfarm population resided either in an SMSA or within 50 miles of it. An
additional one-third (36 percent) lived from 50 to 100 miles from the nearest
SMSA. Only one-eighth of all rural-nonfarm persons resided 100 miles or more
from an SMSA.

In general, the rural-farm population of the West resides at the greatest
distances from a large city, and that of the Northeast in closest proximity to a
large city. A large proportion of the rural-farm population of the South, both
white and nonwhite, resides between 50 and 99 miles from the nearest SMSA,
relatively few are found in SMSA's or at distances of 100 miles or more.

All indications point to further declines in the number and percentage of the
American population categorized as rural-farm. The nonfarm segment of the
rural population, on the other hand, has increased rapidly and appears likely to
continue to grow, subject, of course, to future changes in definition.

NOTES

s See chapter 1 for details concerning 1960 Census definitions of ruralfarm and rural-
nonfarm populations.

'For a more complete discussion, see Donald J. Bogue, The Population of the United
States (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1959), chapter 2.



CHAPTER III

AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION OF THE
RURAL POPULATION

Introduction
Age and sex are significant social as well as biological facts in all human

populations. They are biological in that the individual is born either male or
female, an event over which he has no control; he then enters the inexorable
process of aging, over which little control can be exercised. From birth to even-
tual death, society generates a series of roles and norms considered appropriate
to the various life cycle stages. While the appropriate and correct behavior ex-
pected may differ from one social group to another, no society can function
effectively without such roles and norms. The roles and expected behavior of
youth and adults, for instance, differ in important ways in all societies. There
is considerable evidence that differences also exist between rural and urban
groups within the same society.

The composition of a population by age and sex is determined by the cumula-
tive influence of antecedent events, primarily births, deaths, and migration. The
size of each age-sex cohort of a population is a function of the number and dis-
tribution by sex of persons born into that cohort, the mortality rates the cohort
experiences year-by-year as it grows older, and the extent to which persons in
the cohort move from one area to another. A population with a history of high
birth rates and high death rates will tend to have a large proportion of young
people, whereas one with the same high birth rates but low death rates will
often have a smaller proportion of young people. The qualification implied by
the word "often" reflects the fact that a changing pattern of death rates by age,
even within the framework of a low overall death rate, has considerable in-
fluence over age composition. Also, there is considerable interaction between
antecedent mortality and current fertility which affects the size of the cohort
of women of childbearing age and hence the number of births. Migration, which
is usually selective by age and sex, serves to remove people from some age-sex
groups in one population and to add them to another population elsewhere.
Underlying the contribution of these primary demographic variables is a thicket
of social, economic, psychological., and institutional forces which influence demo-
graphic behavior differently at different times and set in motion demographic
events whose consequences in terms of age-sex distribution will not be fully
realized for many years afterward.1

fieleam,& 41
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One purpose of this chapter is to describe the age and sex composition of the
rural components of the American population in 1960, addressing attention to
such questions as: What is the character of the age-sex structure of the rural-
farm and rural-nonfarm residence groups of the United States? What variations
exist among the regions and divisions of the Nation? To what extent do the resi-
dence groups exhibit distinguishable patterns with respect to age and sex? Are

age and sex patterns for whites and nonwhites similar or dissimilar? And finally,
what patterns of age and sex, especially in the rural components, are associated

with distance from the nearest SMSA?

The age composition of the rural -farm and
rural-nonfarm populations

Traditionally, the rural population in the United States and elsewhere has

been characterized by higher birth rates than the urban population. Industrializa-
into urban areas. Selective migration and high birth rates have been responsible
produced currents of migration which have drawn surplus rural young adults

into urban areas. Selective migrationland high birth rates have been responsible

to a large extent for the special age and sex structure of the population of rural
areas. In essence, therefore, rural populations have usually been younger than
urban populations, in that they had large proportions of children and small pro-
portions of young adults while the reverse was true of urban populations? While
this simplified, generalized picture of age structure has been applicable in the

past, was it still so in 1960? The isolation of rural areas has become a matter
of conjecture; birth rate differentials have been narrowing; drastic changes
have been taking place within all sectors of the economy, and the residence
categories have been altered in significant ways in 1960. These reasons, among

others, justify a careful examination of the age composition of the American

rural population in 1960.

Median age, by color. The median age of the total population of the United

States, including Alaska and Hawaii, was 29.5 years in 1960. The median age

of females, 30.4 years, exceeded that of males by 1.9 years. The median age
of the white population of the United States was 30.3 years as compared with

only 23.5 years for the nonwhite population. Among whites, the median age

of females was 1.9 years greater than that of males, and the comparable differ-

ence among nonwhites was 1.8 years.

For the United States, the urban prTI:lation was the oldest (median age 30.3

years) , the rural-farm population next (29.6 years), and the rural-nonfarm
population was the youngest (26.8 y 'ar'). The same pattern was true for both

males and females. On the other h...J, among whites the rural-farm population

was the oldest, the urban population intermediate, and the rural-nonfarm

population the youngest. This order held true for bath sexes, except that white

urban females had a median age greater by 0.1 ye..r than did white rural-farm

females. In the nonwhite population, urban nonwhites had the highest median
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age, rural-nonfarm nonwhites were next, and rural-farm nonwhites were the

youngest. This order was true for both sexes. Nonwhites of all residence cate-
gories are markedly younger than whites.

Table III-1.MEDIAN AGE OF POPULATION BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND SEX,
FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1960

(Includes data for Alaska and Hawaii]

2,910enet

Mdlen sib by color sod mu

Total Whit. Ibirektio

Seth
semi Mile

Seth
.eau nags Seth Halo 79=1*

Unlued Slat*.

Aural taro.
noatara.

th-ben

29.5 28.5

40..

30.4 30.3 29.3 31.2 23.3 n.6 34.4

29.6
26.5
30.3

29.2
26.0
29.3

30.0
77.5
31.2

31.7
27.5
31.0

31.4
26.2
30.0

31.9
22.2
32.0

17.4
20.0
23.3

17.2
11.1

24.4

17.6
20.3
26.0

Source: 1960 Census of Population, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 1, United
States Summary, table 65.

Population profile by age, sex, and color. The relationships between the
cohorts comprising a population may be graphically depicted in a special type

of bar chart called a population pyramid. Horizontal bars with length propor-
tional to the size of each cohort or to the percentage each cohort comprises of
the total population depicted are placed one above the other in order of age.
The resulting array of bars for most human populations assumes a pyramidal

form and presents a "snapshot" of the population indicr ing the relative im-

portance of each cohort. Age pyramids for the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and
urban populations of the United States, by color, are shown in figure III-1.
Rural-farm and rural-nonfarm age distributions, by sex and color, for the con-

terminous United States and regions are shown in appendix tables A-3 and A-4.

The differing outlines of the three pyramids in figure II1-1 call attention to
different patterns of age distribution in the three residence groups. The rural-farm
population has a very large proportion of children and youths, a relatively small

proportion of young adults, and a fairly large proportion of older adults. The
urban population generally exhibits the reverse of this pattern. The contours of
the rural-nonfarm population are intermediate.

Differences are notable in age structure between the white and nonwhite popu-

lations of each residence group. In all residence categories, there is acharacteristi-

cally high ratio of nonwhite to white youths, and a characteristically low ratio

of nonwhite to white adults. In both the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm popula-
tions, the proportions of nonwhite youths in each of the 5-year age-sex groups
through age 24 either equal or greatly exceed those of the white population of

the same age. In contrast, the proportion of the white population is the greater
in both rural residence categories in each 5-year age-sex group beginningwith age

25 and continuing throughout the lifespan. In the urban population, important
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Figure 111 -1.' PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF RURAL AND URBAN POPULATIONS,
By COLOR, SEX, AND AGE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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color differences for each sex are evident. A higher proportion of nonwhite males
than of white males is found through age 14, virtual equality through age 29,
and lower proportions at all ages from 30 years upward. Among nonwhite females,
on the other hand, the percentages exceed those for white females for all 5-year
age groups through age 39 and fall below them at all ages beginning from 40
wars upward.

Among the numerous inferences that may be drawn from the population
pyramids in figure 111-1 are the following: First, the rate of earlier out-migra-
tion from the rural-farm population, reflected in the small proportions aged 20 to
29 in 1960, must have been very great. The total number of persons in this age
croupsurvivors of births of the 1930's when low birth rates prevailedis small.
A migratory movement of comparable magnitude from the rural-nonfarm popu-
lation is less evident, and among males, the first intimation of out-migration occurs
in the 25-to-29-year age group. Second, the proportion of white children under
5 years old in the rural-farm population in 1960 is markedly smaller than in the
rural-nonfarm or urban population. This suggests that the volume of white rural-
to-urban migration in the future will become more moderate, and that the growth
of cities through farm-to-city migration may diminish. Third, the comparative
youthfulness of the nonwhite population of all residencecategories is striking. The
larger proportions of nonwhite than white females in urban areas at all ages
through 39, not only reflect high birth rate levels, but also suggest large-wale, age-
selective migration of nonwhite women to urban areas in the recent past.

Proportion: in selected age range:, by color. To examine the age structure in
more detail without the tedium of meticulous consideration of each 5-year age
group, it is :onvenient to deal with wider age ranges. In part, the groupings used
represent phases of the life cycle, both from the standpoint of physiological
maturation and socially defined stages. In part, also, the groups were selected
to represent some of the highly migratory segments of the age structure. The age
groups used include three that represent youth, under 5 years, 5 to 14 years, and
15 to 19 years; three that represent economically productive adults, 20 to 24 years,
25 to 44 years, and 45 to 64 years; and one that represents old age, 65 years and
over.' Table 111-2 shows the percentage distribution of the population in these

lected age groups in 1960, by residence and color.

Proportions under 5 years of age. The number of young children in any popu-
tion is closely related to birth levels of the recent past. The proportion of the
pulation at a given age, is, of course, related to the numbers in other age groups

s determined by the particular history of births, deaths, and migration. Children
nder 5 years are of special interest not only because their numbers have implica-
ons for future population growth, but also because they are socially and economi-
lly dependent upon others.

Children under 5 years of age in 1960 comprised more than one-tenth (11.3
rcent) of the total population of the United States. The proportion was
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RESI-
DENCE, COLOR, AND AGE, FOR REGIONS OF CONTERMINOUS U ITED

NTHUEESRI CGOE20111NAlLE
Figure 111-2.PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION A BY RE

STATES: 1960
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Table 111-2.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION BY RESIDENCE, COLOR,
AND AGE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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Source: Betabulated and computed 'to a data In 1960 Census of Population.

smaller for whites and considerably larger for nonwhites, 10.9 percent as com-
pared with 14.4 percent. The proportion of young children was greatest in the
rural-nonfarm residence group, intermediate in the urban, and lowest in the rural-
farm category for both nonwhites and whites. In the nonwhite population, how-
ever, the percentage of children under 5 years was equally high in the rural-farm
and rural-nonfarm populations. Differences in the proportions ofyoung children
among the four regions, by residence and color, are shown in figure 111-2.

The pattern with respect to percentages of white children under 5 years, that
is, highest in rural-nonfarm, intermediate in urban, and lowest in rural-farm, is
true in each of the regions and in six of the nine divisions. In addition to being
more var4able than the pattern for whites, the dominant pattern for nonwhite
children under 5 years is rural-nonfarm, high; rural-farm, intermediate; and
urban, low. This pattern holds for the South and the West and for three of
the nine divisions.

Proportions 5 to 14 years of age. In addition to possessing most of the social
and economic attributes of the age group under 5 years, youngsters 5 to 14 years
old correspond closely to the kindergarten and elementary school-age popula-
tions. Since persons in this age range are not often migratory apart from family
units and have very low mortality rates, the size of this age category is primarily
a reflection of fertility levels from 1945 to 1955.

Children who were 5 through 14 years old in 1960 accounted for nearly one-
fifth of the total population of the United States. The proportion of white youths
of these ages was 19.4 percent; of nonwhite youths, 22.6 perce.it. The proportion
of persons aged 5 to 14 years was highest in the rural-farm and lowest in the
urban residence category. This order was true for white as well as nonwhite
youths, as shown in table 111-2, and prevailed in most regions and divisions, as
shown in appendix table A-6. Among whites, the most notable exceptions were
in the three divisions of the South where proportions of persons 5 to 14 years
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Figure 111-3. PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION AGED 20 To 64, BY RESIDENCE,
CoLoR, AND AGE, FOR REGIONS OF THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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old in the rural-nonfarm population exceeded those in the rural-farm popula-
tion. Among nonwhites, the main deviations from the general pattern are in
New England and the East North Central States, where the proportions of per-
sons 5 to 14 years old was higher among urban residents than among either rural-
farm or rural-nonfarm people.

Proportions 15 to 19 years of age. The age group from 15 to 19 years is of spe-
cial interest, representing is it does a stage in the life cycle of imminent mental
and physical maturation; it is an age range during which crucial decisions con-
cerning education, work, and marriage all tend to converge. Thus, its members are
highly migratory, especially those in the older part of the age span.

Youths in this age group in 1960 represented nearly 7.5 percent of the total
population of the Nation. White youths of these ages comprised 7.3 percent of
the total white population and nonwhite youths, 8.4 percent of the total nonwhite
population. The proportion of persons who were 15 to 19 years old was highest
in the rural-farm population, next highest in the rural-nonfarm, and lowest in
the urban population among both whites and nonwhites.

The proportions of 15- to 19-year-olds, by residence and color, for regions are
shown in figure 111-2. Both rural residence categories in all regions contain
larger proportions of white youth aged 15 to 19 years than does the urban. The
rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban populations rank in that order with
respect to the percentage of whites 15 to 19 years old in all regions and in most
of the divisions; nonwhites, the order of the residence categories is
different only in the Northeast Region where the rural-nonfarm population
ranks highest.

Proportions 20 to 24 years of age. This age cohort is of interest not only
because of its small size, but also because it is highly migratory. The number of
persons 20 to 24 years old is small because of the low birth levels of the late
1930's. The high rate of migration of this age group is suggested, for example,
by the fact that rural-farm persons 20 to 24 years of age in 1960 represented only
4.3 percent of the population while those 15 to 19 years old represented 9.4 per-
cent. In addition, this stage of the life cycle is characterized by high marriage
rates, family formation, and entry into and participation in the labor market.

Young adults between 20 and 24 years old accounted for only 6.0 percent
the total American population in 1960. Among nonwhites the percentage was
6.5 and among whites, 6.0. Differences among the proportions in this age group
for the urban and rural -nonfarm residence groups, for both whites and nonwhites,
are not great, as may be seen in table 111-2.

The proportion of young adults 20 to 24 years of age, by residence and color,
is shown for each geographic region in figure 111-3. The most frequent pattern
for whites in these ages, in the regions as well as in the divisions, is high propor-
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tions in the urban, intermediate proportions in the rural-nonfarm, and low
proportions in the rural-farm populations. Proportions of nonwhites in this age
group, however, are higher among the rural-nonfarm than the urban population
in all divisions outside of the South. (See appendix table A-6.)

Proportions 25 to 44 years of age. Adults of these ages represent the stage of the
life cycle that is characterized by high levels of labor force participation. For a
large part of this age group, childrearing is a primary concern. Persons of these
ages are mature, economically active, and are often given preference in the labor
market.

Adults 25 to 44 years old accounted for more than one-fourth (26.1) of the
total population of he United States in 1960. Among whites, the proportion was
above average and among nonwhites, below average. The proportion :n this age
group for the Nation as a whole for both white and nonwhite was especially high
in the urban and especially low in the rural-farm population; in thn rural-non-
farm population it was intermediate. These percentages by residence and color,
for regions, are shown graphically in figure 111-3.

Proportions 45 to 64 years of age. Older adults, here considered as persons 45
to 64 years of age, are often characterized by reduced physical activity and labor
force participation, and for a large majority, by decreased mobility, both occupa-
tionally and spatially. In contrast to previous age groups, the incidence of illness,
disability, and widowhood rises for those in this age group.

Adults 45 to 64 years old comprised approximately one-fifth (20.3 percent) of
the total American population in 1960. As shown in table 111-2, the proportion
among nonwhites was much lower than for whites, the respective percentages
being 16.8 and 20.7. Among whites, classed by residence, the percentages of
persons 45 to 64 years old were highest in the rural-farm population, intermediate
in the urban, and lowest in the rural-nonfarm. Among nonwhites, the percentages
were highest in the urban, intermediate in the rural-farm, and lowest in the
rural-nonfarm sectors.

Figure 111-3 also summarizes the proportions of adults 45 to 64 years old by
residence and color, for each of the regions in 1960. Among whites, the pattern
of high proportions in the rural-farm population, intermediate proportions in
4,ie urban, and low proportions in the rural-nonfarm populations, was true of all
except two divisions. Among nonwhites, numerous variations in pattern in the
proportion 45 to 64 years old were found in the various divisions. (See appendix
table A-6.1

Proportions 65 years old and over. Persons aged 65 years and over, a rapidly
expanding segment of the American population, represent the final phase of the
life cycle. Much of the interest in this age group, apart from its increasing size,
relates to problems surrounding retirement, such as income, housing, and
health services and facilities.
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Persons in this age group comprised less than one-tenth (9.1 percent) of the
BES

total population in 1960. Among whites the proportion was 9.4 percent and
among nonwhites, 6.1 percent. In terms of residence, the white population 65
years old and over was proportionately greatest in the rural-farm category, next
in the urban, and least in rural-nonfarm. The proportion of nonwhites 65 years
old and over, on the other hand, was greatest in the rural-nonfarm population,
next in the rural-farm, and lowest in the urban.

Figure III-4.--PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION AT AGES 65 AND OVER, BY
RESIDENCE AND COLOR, FOR REGIONS OF THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960
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The rreentage of persons 65 years old and oyez, by residence and color, for
each of the regions of the Nation is shown in figure 111-4. For the white
population, the most common pattern of relationship between the three residence
groups in terms of percent of population aged 65 years old and over is that the
rural-farm population has the highest proportion aged, followed by the urban

1pulation, and trailed by the rural-nonfarm. This pattern prevails in two geo-
graphic regions and five divisions. For the nonwhite population, on the other
hand, the percent of the population 65 years old and over is usually highest in
the urban population and lowest in the rural-nonfarm population. (See appendix
table A-6) .

Summary. The dominant residence pattern by age 4 i,1 the American popula-
tion in 1960 may be summarized in the following tabular form:

Age group Rural farm Rural nonfarm Urban
Under 5 years Low High... ... ....... .. intermediate.
5 to 14 years High Intermediate Low.
15 to 19 Years High Intermediate Low.
20 to 24 years Low Intermediate High.
28 to 44 years Low Intermediate. High.
48 to 84 yearn High Low Intermediate.
65 yeas old and over High. Low Intermediate.



52 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

The rural-farm population, in relation to other residence groups, containe
large proportions of the young and of older adults, and smaller proportions o
young adults. The white farm population in 1960, however, contained ve
small percentages of children under 5 years of age. This was not true of th
nonwhite farm population, although the proportions under 5 years were ofte
higher for rural-nonfarm populations. The nonwhite rural-farm population al
differed from the characterization outlined, in that the proportions of olde
adults were not large.

The age structure of the rural-nonfarm population differed markedly fro
region to region, but as an aggregate it was often intermediate. That is, the rural
nonfarm population generally had larger proportions of young people than did
the urban population, but smaller proportions than the rural-farm population
It generally had larger proportions of young adults than the rural-farm popula-
tion, but smaller proportions than did the urban population. Finallyand this
is not true of all parts of the Nationthe rural-nonfarm population usually
contained small percentages of older adults.

The age structure of the rural population has implications for a wide range
of social and economic phenomena. The large proportions of young and old,
coupled with small proportions of young adults in the farm population, have
an impact upon all institutional life. Conservative political behavior, declining
interest and involvement in farm organizations, increased welfare loads, and
reluctance to increase taxes for whatever purposeall of which are to varying
extents features of the contemporary rural sceneare rooted at least in part
in the age composition of the farm popu'ation.

Dependency ratios, by color. Age data are often used for the irpose of gaining
insights into variations in dependency burdens in populations and segments
of populations. The dependency ratio, as used here, is based upon the number
of youth under 20 and the number of older persons 65 years old and over in
relation to the working population defined here as those persons aged 20 to 64
years.* Hence, three dependency ratios, representing total dependency, youth
dependency, and aged dependency, have been computed. Quite clearly, such
ratios au merely approximations of reality with respect to economic or social
dependency. It is obvious that many persons under 20 years as well as many per-
sons 65 years old and over are fully employed and self-supporting. Certainly
not all of those aged 20 to 64 years are independent, nor do all who have income
support others as the ratio implies. Nonetheless, the dependency ratios used here
are of value in estimating dependency in different segments of the population.

Dependency ratios for the United States and regions in 1960, by residence
and color, are shown in table 111-3. Similar ratios for divisions are found in
appendix table A-7. Table 111-3 shows a total dependency ratio of 90.7 for the
United States, a youth ratio of 73.4, and an aged ratio of 17.3. A total depend-
ency ratio of 90.7 indicates that for every 100 persons in the productive, "in-
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dependent" ages of 20 to 64 years, there are about 91 persons in the dependent

ages under 20 years and 65 years and over. A youth ratio of 73.4 means that

there are 73 persons under 20 fears for every 100 persons in the productive ages;

and an aged ratio of 17.3, that there are approximately 17 persons 65 years old

and over for every 100 persons in the productive ages.

Table III-3.-DEPENDENCY RATIOS FOR THE TOTAL DEPENDENT POPULATION

AND ITS YOUTH AND AGED COMPONENTS, BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND REGIONS,

FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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93.0
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96.0
80.0
16.0

90.0
73.7
16.2

68.966.9
71.1
17.8

82.4
63.8
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92.8
73.7
19.1

90.2
74.0
16.2
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73.1
16.8

106.4 105.4
93.7 86.2
12.6 19.2

80.5 101.3
71.1 79.8

9.3 21.3
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10.7 19.0
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106.2'

15.1
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$3.7
8.7

110.4
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19.7
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16.2

99.4 165.2 102.6

79.9 148.8 84.5

19.5 16.4 18.1

101.4
79.8
21.6

101.5
82.6
19.0

96.3
75.8

20.5

100.1
83.8
16.3

87.7 92.2

76.5 75.1

11.2 17.2

134.2 104.8

115.6 82.9

18.5 21.9

168.3 106.2
151.8 89.5

16.5 16.7

128.4 99.3

114.6 83.8

13.8 15.6

99.6
81.5
18.2

92.2
75.0
17.3

104.8
82.8
22.0

99.1
62.8
16.3

98.5
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15.9
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17.5 16.9
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90.3 79.7 79.7
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13.4
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I Dependency ratios are defined as follows : "Youth dependency ratio" is the number of
persons under 20 years per 100 persons aged 20 to 64 years ; "Aged dependency ratio" is the
number of persons 65 yaws and over per 100 persons aged 20 to 64 years ; "Total dependency
ratio" is the sum of the youth and aged ratios.

Based upon fewer than 1.000 persons 65 years and over.

Source: Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

The total burden of dependency among nonwhites considerably exceeded that
of whites; the dependency ratios were about 106 and 89, respectively. This is

so because of the relatively large youth dependency ratio of the nonwhite
population, about 94 as compared with only 71 for the white population. In the

white population the dependency load of the aged is higher than that of the
nonwhite population, 18 versus 13. The burden of support of youth far outweighs
the burden of support of the aged, with the net result of markedly higher total
dependency burdens for the nonwhite population.

The burden of dependency as defined here was greatest in the rural residence
groups and least in the urban population of the Nation, for both whites and

nonwhites. Although differences in dependency ratios between the rural-farm
and rural-nonfarm residence groups were not great, the burden of dependency
was greater in the rural-farm sector when color was not considered. The total
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and youth dependency ratios of the rural-nonfarm white population, however
were slightly higher than those of the rural-farm population. In addition, the
aged dependency ratio of the nonwhite rural-nonfarm population exceeded tha.
of the nonwhite rural-farm population. Extraordinarily high total dependenci
ratios for nonwhites were found in the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm population
of the Nation, 165.2 and 135.1, respectively.

The total burden of dependency in 1960 was highest in the South, followed
by the North Central, the West, and the Northeast Regions. To a large degre-
this regional order was determined by the level of youth dependency ratios, and
especially by the high nonwhite youth ratio of the South. The white youth
dependency ratio was similar in all regions except in the Northeast where it was
only 63.8. The white aged dependency ratio was highest in the North Central
Region, followed by the Northeast, West, and South, but for nonwhites it was
higher in the South than in the other regions.

Regional variations by residence generally conformed to the patterns of higl
rural and low urban dependency loads. The white youth dependency ratio w
higher in the rural-nonfarm than in the rural-farm portions of the South and
North Central Region, as was the case for the white aged ratio in the North
Central Region. The nonwhite aged ratio was notably higher in the rural-
nonfarm than in the rural-farm portions of the South.

The extent to which dependency ratios for the three residence groups deviate
from the national average load of dependency in the Nation, regions, and divi-
sions is summarized for the white population in table 111-4; for the nonwhite
population in table 111-5.

In all geographic regions and divisions the white youth dependency ratios for
the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm populations exceeded the national average,
whereas the prevailing pattern for the urban population was one of lower
dependency ratios than the national average. There were no regions in which
the urban white youth dependency ratio was as great as the national average,
and only three of the nine geographic divisions had such ratios greater than the
national average. These exceptions were the West North Central, West South
Central, and Mountain Divisions. On the map these divisions cover the area west
of the Miuissippi River extending to the eastern border of the three Pacific Coast
States. Deviations from the national average white youth dependency ratios were
greatest for the rural-farm population in the Mountain and West North Central
Divisions; for the rural-nonfarm population in the Mountain, East South Central,
and West South Central Divisions; and for the urban population in the Mountain
Stateswhere the ratio exceeded the national averageand in the Middle
Atlantic States where it was below the national average. (See table 111-4.)

The array of deviations of the white aged dependency ratios from the national
average white aged ratio is somewhat less tidy. In all regions except the West.
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BEST COPY AVAllPiiii.Ethe white aged ratios for the rural-farm population were a ove the national
average, but the deviations were minor as compared with those characterizing
the youth dependency ratios of the same areas. On the other hand, the regional
white aged ratios for the rural-nonfarm population were below the national
average except in the North Central Region. This, too, is in sharp contrast with
the pattern of deviations of the white youth dependency ratios for the rural-
nonfarm population, which were well above the national average in all regions.
Finally, although all regions had urban white youth dependency ratios below the
national average, the Northeast and North Central Regions, which contained
about 62 percent of the white urban aged population of the Nation, had aged
dependency ratios above the national average.

Table III-4.-DEVIATIONS OF YOUTH AND AGED DEPENDENCY RATIOS FROM
THE NATIONAL AVERAGE FOR THE WHITE POPULATION, BY RESIDENCE,
REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Atfrion and division

Deviation from national averagel

White math
dependency ratio

White aged
dependency ratio

Rural
farm

Rural
nonfarm Urban Rural

farm
Rural

nanrar Urban

United States
set tars:

8.8 10.4 -4.1 1.7 0.4 -0.2

Northeast 8.7 3.9 -10.2 3.8 1.0h.oth Central 11.5 11.7 -1.5 1.2 3.2 0.5South 4.7 11.7 -1.7 2.7 -1.5 -2.4best

rivisions:

12.7 11.5 -1.3 -1.9 -0.8

wv tritland 7.2 7.2 .5.8 5.3 0.3 2.4Middle Atlantic 9.1 5.2 -11.6 3.4 0.6bat North Central 10.4 13.3 -2.2 3,7 0.8 -0.3vest North Central 12.4 8.4 0.4 -1.1 11.4 2.1With Atlantic 4.2 10.2 -6.1 3.1 -3.8 -1.4East Saul Central 6.7 16.1 -1.8 3.3 -2.3Wet South Central :.1 10.3 4.0 1.4 3.0 .3.6PLAnUtin 20.5 18.0 9.9 -3.8 -2.3 -2.5Pseiric 6.3 8.3 -3.5 0.4 -1.'7

I Youth dependency ratio for indicated population group minus 71.1, the white youthdependency ratio for the United 8tates ; or aged dependency ratio for indicated population groupminus 17.5, the white aged dependency ratio for the United States.

Source : Table 111-3 and appendix table A-7.

Among the divisions, the white aged dependency ratios of the rural-farm
population were uniformly above the national average, except for the West
North Central and Mountain Divisions. These were the very two divisions for
which the rural-farm youth dependency ratios were most above the national
average. Rural-nonfarm white aged dependency ratios were below the national
average in five divisions and below the average in the other four. In only the
West North Central Division was the ratio markedly higher than the national
average, which it exceeded by 11.4 percentage points. On the other hand, in four
divisions the differences from the national average were less than 1 percentage
point. All of these were east of the Mississippi River. Urban white aged depend.
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ency ratios were predominently below the national average. The only exceptions

to this pattern were found in the New England, Middle Atlantic, and West
North Central Divisions.

The pattern of differences between nonwhite dependency ratios and the non-
white national average ratio is rather different than that observed for the white
population. Table 111-5 presents nonwhite youth and aged dependency ratios
for the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban populations by geographic region

and division. The national average nonwhite youth ratio was 93.7. To begin

with, this is appreciably higher than the corresponding white national average
ratio of 71.1. In the rural-farm population the nonwhite youth dependency ratio

exceeded the national average by 55.1 percentage points, as compared with an
excess of only 8.8 points for the white rural-farm population. Similarly, the
deviation of the youth dependency ratios from the national average for the rural-
nonfarm and urban nonwhite populations each exceeded considerably the devia-

tions in the corresponding sectors of the white population. Tables 111-4 and

111-5 provide 42 pairs of figures representing the difference from the national

average of youth dependency ratios for regions, divisions, and residence groups
for the white and nonwhite populations. In over 80 percent of the pairs, the

difference is greater for the nonwhite population. Thus, the nonwhite population
not only has a higher national average youth dependency ratio, but the variations
from this national average are almost uniformly greatet than the variations found

around the white national average youth dependency ratio.

Table III--5.-DEVIATIONS OP YOUTH AND AGED DEPENDENCY RATIOS FROM

THE NATIONAL AVERAGE FOR THE NONWHITE POPULATION, BY RESIDENCE,
REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

united States

Regions:
MOT thee. t
North Central
South
West

Divisions:
Nev tagland
Middle Atlantic:
rant North Central
West North Central
SoUth Atlantic
Wt South Central
West South Central
Maintain
Pacific

Deviation rrom national averages

Nonwhite youth
dependency ratio

Nonwhite seed
dependency ratio

Rural
rams

Rural
nonfarm

'Irban
Rural
faro

Rural
boaters

23.9 -9.7 3.8 4.9

-17.2

21.9
58.1
20.9

24.6
-18.2
-6.3
36.0

58.8
61.2
49.4
44.3
.6.1

-13.5
-7.1

29.4
10.6

-27.6
-13.0

-21.0
16.0
27.0
34.6

30.1

20.4
-17.3

.22.9
-9.1
-2.3
-14.6

-12.8
43.7
.9.5
-6.7
-5.9
2.5
1.1

-0.7
-16.1

-1.4
5.9
3.9
1.2

221.9
2-3.0
28.6
4.6
1.6
6.1
3.9

-0.2
2.9

.0.6
3.2

6.1
4.8

3.2

2.8
3.9

2.2
10.7
11.1

-2.0
-3.5

4.1

.3.'
2.1

4.
2.

4.

I Youth dependency ratio for Indicated population group minus 03.7, the nonwhite YoOt

dependency ratio for the United States : or aged dependency ratio for indicated population grou
minus 12.8. the nonwhite aged dependency ratio for the United States.

Ratio based upon fewer than 1,000 persons In age category.

Source : Table 111-3 and appendix table A-7.
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verge most in the South. The nonwhite youth dependency burden in the
uth is more above the national average in the rural-farm population than in

le rural-nonfarm; in the urban South, the dependency ratio is below the na-

.01131 average, but not nearly as much below as it is in the other regions. In the

'ortheast Region, nonwhite youth dependency loads fall far below the national
t.erge, regardless of residence category. The youth dependency ratio for the

roan Northeast is 22.9 percentage points below the national average, while the
ral-farm and rural-nonfarm ratios are, respectively, 17.2 and 15.5 percentage

ints below the national average. Those geographic divisions east of the Missis-
ppi River which are outside the South, as well as the Pacific Division, all have
(make youth dependency ratios lower than the national average, regardless

f residence category. On the other hand, in the geographic divisions of the South

and those lying between the Mississippi River and the Rockies, dependency ratios

or nonwhites in the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm populations were well above

he national average, indeed by as much as 61.2 percentage points in the rural -

arm population of the East South Central Division.

The aged dependency ratio for rural-farm nonwhites, as indicated in table
111-5, is 3.8 percentage points above the national average ratio of 12.6 for all

nonwhites; the rural-nonfarm nonwhites are 4.9 points above the national
average, while the urban nonwhites are 1.4 points below the national average.

For rural-farm nonwhites, the aged dependency ratio was below the national
average in the Northeast Region and in two divisions, the Middle Atlantic and
Mountain States. For the nonwhite rural-nonfarm population, it was below the
national average in the Northeast and West Regions and in each of the divisions
comprising these regions. Aged dependency was much in excess of the national
average in the East South Central and West South Central Divisions. The aged
dependency ratio for urban nonwhites was higher than the national average
only in the South. in two of the three divisions of the South, namely, the East
South Central and West South Central States, and in the West North Central

Division.

The relative positions of the three residence components with respect to de-

pendency loads of youth and aged, by region, division, and color, are summarized
In the table 111-6. Nationally, the rural-nonfarm population ranks first; the
rural-farm, second; and the urban, third in terms of the white ycath dependency
ratio. In all divisions but the West South Central, the urban white youth depen-
dency load is lower than that of either the rural-farm or rural-nonfarm residence
ategory; in all but four divisionsNew England, Middle Atlantic, West North

ventral, and Mountainthe rural-nonfarm white youth dependency load ex-
eeds that of the rural-farm population. The pattern of the nonwhite youth
ependency ratios for the Nation as a whole is rather different. The rural-farm

population ranks first, followed by the rural-nonfarm, and in turn by the urban.
In all four regions, the nonwhite youth dependency load is the highest, as is also
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Pacific. Youth dependency ratios for all divisions except the Middle Atlantic
are higher for the rural-farm population than for the rural-nonfarm or the urban.

Table 111-6.RANK OF RURAL-FARM, RURAL-NON FARM, AND URBAN POP-
ULATIONS BY YOUTH AND ACED DEPENDENCY RATIOS, BY COLOR, REGIONS,
AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

MOOD AMd division

Milts youth
dependency ratio

Moabite youth
dependably ratio

Wit, acid
dependency ratio

Nonehlta ages
dependency ratio

Nun/
Tate

Plural

non-
farm

Urban
MMural
farm

Mural
non-
farm

Urban Aural
farm

Rural
non-
fare

Urban Mural
fats

Mural
son-
farm

Urban

United States 2 1 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 1 3
Regions:
Northeast 1 2 3 2 1 J 1 3 2 i2

1 3North Central 2 1 3 1 2 3 2 1 3 1 2 3south 2 1 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 1 3West 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 3 1 1 2 3

D1v1s1umr:
Nov England 1 2 3 11 3 2 1 3 2 11 3 2Middle Atlantic 1 2 3 2 1 3 1 3 2 12 1 3Last North ,hintral 2 1 3 1 3 2 1 2 3 11 2 3West North Central 1 2 3 1 2 3 3 1 2 1 2 3South Atlaat1c 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 )East ::oath Central ..... . 2 1 3 1 2 ) 1 2 3 2 1 1*ft South Central 3 1 2 1 2 3 2 1 3 2 1 3Mbustaia 1 2 3 1 2 3 3 1 2 1 2 3Pacific 2 1 3 1 3 2 1 3 2 1 2 /

t Ratio based upon fewer than 1,000 persons In is category.
Source : Appesulls table 11T.

In the Nation as a whole, in terms of aged dependency loads for whites.
the rural-farm population ranks first; the rural-nonfarm, second; and the urban,
third. Despite the national pattern, in only three of the nine divisions does the
urban white population rank third; the predominant rank, which is held by six
divisions, is the second or intermediate rank. The aged dependency load for the
white rural-farm population is higher than that of either the rural-nonfarm
or urban populations in six of the nine divisions; in two of the nine, the We
North Central and the Mountain, it ranks third; and in one, the West South
Central, it ranks second. Nationally, the nonwhite aged dependency load is high.
est in the rural-nonfarm population, second in the rural-farm, and third in the
urban population. This order is maintain for the three Southern divisions whet'
the nonwhites are concentrated. In the two divisions of the West as well as the
two divisions of the North Central Region, aged dependency for nonwhites 0
higher in the rural-farm than in the rural-nonfarm population.

It is clear that high loads of dependency carry with them economic burdens
such as relatively large expenditures for the care and education of the younf
and support of the aged. Heavy youth dependency implies a style of life in which
a disproportionately large share of the parents' time is used in the care and nut'
cure of the young. These social and economic by-products of high dependent)
loads are most prevalent in the rural-farm part of the population. They are ale°
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prevalent among nonwhites than whites, and in some regions more than

in others.

.,age composition of rural populations by distance from SMSA's
In this section the nature of the relationship of the age composition in rural

areas to distance from the nearest SMSA is considered in some detail.' In keeping
with the framework outlined in chapter I, it is assumed that the large metropolis
has an influence on the overall age structure of rural areas and directly alters

that structure, chiefly through the process of migration. Norms with respect to
family size, health, and medical practices current in the metropolis generally
spread throughout the countryside. Despite the relatively small degree of rural-
urban differentiation, such norms are not fully and completely diffused through-

out the rur. population. One of the important barriers to more complete knowl-

nice and acceptance of urban norms on the part of the hinterland population

it distance. Thus, the influence of the metropolis on the hinterland is expected

to diminish as distance from it increases. In general, the influence of urban norms
affecting births and deaths and thereby age composition, is expected to weaken

or disappear as distance from the metropolis increases.

The metropolis also directly affects the age structure of rural populations by
attracting migrants. For many yearr., urban areas have attracted people in the

toting, economically productive age groups from the farm population, with results
which are readily apparent in the age composition of hinterland areas. Urban
areas have had the same attraction for residents of small towns, villages, and
other nonfarm populations living in the more remote areas. Another portion
at the rural-nonfarm population, however, is comprised of suburbanites who
by the whim of definition are part of the rural population. In general, it is ex-
pected that the attraction of the metropolis, and, therefore, the rate of out-
migration from rural-farm and hinterland rural-nonfarm areas, would decrease
with increasing distance from the metropolis: Due to our inability to separate
the components of the rural-nonfarm population, it is expected that inconsistent
relationships with distance will be found in different regions of the United States.
While the general expectation is to find a gradient pattern in rural age composi-
lion, it is recognized that no allowance has been made for the influence of cities
with less than 50,000 inhabitants.

The general outline of our expectations regarding the relationship between
rural age composition and distance is as follows:

(1) Proportions of youth, both white and nonwhite, in the rural-farm and
rural-nonfarm populations are expected to increase as distance from the nearest
SMSA increases. This relationship is anticipated for all ages up to 24 years, but
it is expected to be less evident in the two highly migratory age groups.

(2) Proportions of adults, both white and nonwhite, in the rural-farm and
rural-nonfarm populations, are expected generally to decrease as distance from
the nearest SMSA increases. This relationship is anticipated in the age groups
2i to 44 years, 45 to 64 years, and 65 years old and over.
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Population profile, by age, sex, color, and distance. Figure 111-5 provides an
overall picture of age and sex structure of the three residence components by
distance from an SMSA, and pertains only to the white population, classified
by residence and by five distance bands.

The most striking initial impression gained from figure 111-5 is the similarity
of the contours for all distance bands within each of the residence categories. Re-
gardless of distance, the characteristic conformations of the ruml farm, rural-
n onfarm, and urban populations are evident. However, careful examination of
age-sex variations within each residence category reveals important differences
with respect to distance. These relationships will be explored more fully in the
following pages. Percentage distributions for 5-year age-sex groups of the white
population are found in appendix table A-8.

While our scheme has not controlled fully ft.r size of place, and while the
precise population mix within residence groups is not known for each distance
band, each of the three residence categories, regardless of distance, possesses dis-
tinctive characteristics. While Duncan and Reiss effectively demonstrate differ-
ences by size of place, it does not seem from our evidence ". . . that one must
qualify carefully any general statement about urban-rural differences in age and
sex structure."

Proportions in selected age ranges, by color and distance. The relationship be-
tween age groups and distance from an SMSA for each residence and color group
in the population in 1960 is shown in figure 111-6. (Supporting data are given
in appendix table A-9.) The seven age groups conforming to the significant life-
cycle stages which were used previously in this chapter are again utilized to
explore this relationship.

The proportion of the population under 5 years old is greater in areas 150
miles or more from SMSA's than in any 50-mile band of territory closer to
the SMSA's. This is true for both whites and nonwhites and for all categories
of residence. The prevailing pattern for the white population under 5 years old
regardless of residence category is a slight to moderate decline in the proportion
with increasing distance from an SMSA until a distance of 100 miles is reached,
and an increase in the proportion thereafter. In the nonwhite population, the
proportion under 5 years old rises with increasing distance from an SMSA, with
the one exception that the urban nonwhite proportion is lower in the zone of less
than 50 miles than it is in SMSA's or in the zone from 50 to 99 miles.

Also shown in figure 111-6 is the configuration of the proportions of the popu-
lation 5 to 14 years old in the three residence categories and five distance cate-
gories. The general trend is upward as distance from an SMSA increases. The
main exception to this trend is in the white rural-nonfarm population, where the
trend is downward until a distance of 150 miles is reached. Also contrary to the
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general trend is a sharp decline in the proportion in this age range for both rural-
farm and urban nonwhites, beginning at a distance of 150 miles from the nearest
SMSA.

In the age group 15 to 19 years, the generally upward trend observed for
younger ages begins to flatten out. The two ends of the distance scalewithin
SMSA's and 150 miles or niore from SMSA's- -are characterized by lower per-
centages of persons 1 to 19 years old than are found in the intervening territory.
This is true for both whites and nonwhites and for all three residence groups.
Each of the curves for this age range shown in figure 111-6 follows an inverted
shallow U-shaped path.

In the next older age group depicted in figure 111-6, the population 20 to 24
years old, the configuration of the percentages approaches stability for the white
rural-farm and rural-nonfarm populations, is slightly upward for urban whites
and rural-farm nonwhites, and declines for the first hundred miles and increases
thereafter for urban and rural-nonfarm nonwhites. In all color-residence cate-
gories the variation with distance is quite small. The absence of a downward trend
with increasing distance from an SMSA, such as might have been expected in the
light of greater concentration of economic opportunity in and near SMSA's, calls
for some comment. It is quite possible that the high mobility of persons in this
age range is responsible via the mechanism of a high rural sex ratio and an
extraordinarily low urban sex ratio. That is to say, cohorts of males and females
may be offsetting one another where age and distance are controlled.

The proportion of the: population which is 25 to 44 years old declines, as ex-
pected, with increasing distance from an SMSA, but not throughout the entire
distance ra,ige. The pattern of decline followed by increase applies to each of
the color-n.sidence categories without exception. There are some differences,
however, in the distances at which the proportions cease to decline and start
moving upward. All residence groups of nonwhites and rural-farm whites are
characterized by this reversal of trend beginning at a distance of 50 to 99 miles
from the nearest SMSA. For the white urban and rural-nonfarm populations, the
reversal of the downward trend begins somewhat further away from the nearest
SMSA, in the distance band from 100 to 149 miles. Thus, in all color .residence
categories, the proportion of the population in the young, economically produc-
tive adult age range, 25 to 44 years, is highest in SMSA's and in territory 150
miles or more from SMSA's, and lowest at some point in between.

In the next older age group, 45 to 64 years, the prevailing pattern of the pro'
portion of population in the age range is downward with increasing distance
P.m an SMSA. This general tendency, which conforms well to a priori expecta-
tions, is subject to some variation in one or another of the color-residence cate-
gories. The downward trend is virtually linear for the rural-farm nonwhite pope'
lation, and almost as regular for the urban white population. The proportions fn
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e rural-farm population, both white and nott*Mte, remain at a relatively high

level through the distance band of 50 to 99 miles, after which they decline

markedly. In the urban nonwhite population the proportion climbs to a peak in

the 50-to-99-mile band, and then drops off. Contrary to the general pattern, the

proportion for the white rural-nonfarm population rises until a distance of 100

tidies from an SMSA and then levels off.

At the age level 65 years and over, the proportion of the population this old

declined with increasing distance from an SMSA for the rural-farm population,
both white and nonwhite. In all other color-residence categories the highest pro-

portions were found at some distance from the nearest SMSA. For the urban
population, both white and nonwhite, and the nonwhite rural-nonfarm popula-

tion, the maxima were in the distance range of 50 to 99 miles from the nearest
SMSA; whereas the maximum for the white rural-nonfarm ?opulation was
reached in the zone which was 100 to 149 miles from an SMSA.

In general, factors other than distance from a metropolitan area are required

tr explain variations in the age structure of rural areas. However, the proportion

at younger ages tends to increase, and that at older ages to decrease at the dis-

tance from metropolitan areas increases. This general relationship is not without

exception, nor does the relationship often approach linear fc,rn. Despite the
heterogeneous character of nonwhites in the most remote distance bands, the
nonwhite age structure in relation to distance conformed to expectations more
frequently than did that of thu white population. Additional controls such as

size of than place, type of agricultural activity, separation of suburban from
other rural-nonfarm population, and region, among others, might clarify further

the pattern of relationships between age and distance.

Dependency ratios by color and distance. While it is expected that in the rural
population the youth dependency ratios generally will increase with greater dis-

tance from an SMSA and the aged dependency ratios will decrease, a complex

set of factors is in operation so that these assumptions are not put forward without
reservations. The anticipated patterns of dependency as related to distance, there-

fore, are largely exploratory.

Dependency ratios as related to distance from the nearest SMSA for the
United States, by residence and color, are shown in figures 111-7 and 111-8
and in appendix table A-10. As a rule, youth dependency loads increase with

increasing distance for all color-residence groups (fig. 111-7). In every case, the

lowest dependency ratios are found in the SMSA counties. In most instances, the

youth dependency ratio in areas within 50 miles of an SMSA rises sharply from

the level of the SMSA counties. The rural-farm and rural-nonfarm white youth

dependency ratios exhibit slight variations in the first three bands but then rise
markedly. The extraordinarily high ratios of the nonwhite population of rural-
farm and rural-nonfarm areas show marked increases as distance from an SMSA
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increases. The only exception is among rural-farm nonwhites where the ratio
drops beyond 150 miles. Youth dependency ratios for urban nonwhites reach a
maximum in the 50-to-99-mile distance band and then drop.

Figure 111.4.YOUTH DEPENDENCY RATIOS FOR RURAL AND URBAN POPU-
LATIONS, BY COLOR AND DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREA, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UhITED STATES: 1960
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The data contained in figure 111-8 and in appendix table A-10 suggests that
there is no simple association between aged dependency levels and distance from
the nearest SMSA. The relative levels of the aged dependency ratio for rural-
farm whites and nonwhites are high in the SMSA counties, rise in the less-
than-50-mile distance band, and then fall sharply through the remaining
distance bands. In the rural- nonfarm white population, the ratio is low in the
SMSA counties, rises sharply to a peak in the 100-to-149mile distance band,
and then drops slightly beyond that distance. The aged dependency ratio for
rural-nonfarm nonwhites increases sharply to a high in the 50-to-99-mile dis-
tance category and then drops sharply to a low level in the most remote distance
band. The aged dependency ratio for urban nonwhites follows the same pattern,
at a lower level, as that of rural-farm nonwhites. Among urban whites, the
patternof the aged dependency ratio is one of increase below 100 miles from
an SMSA, followed by a decline at greater distances.
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Figure III-8.AGED DEPENDENCY RATIOS FOR RURAL AND URBAN POPULA

TIONS, BY COLOR AND DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN

STATISTICAL
AREA, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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As the youth population is generally much larger than the aged population,

the pattern of the total dependency ratio in terms of distance from the nearest

SMSA should resemble that of the youth dependency load. In all color-residence

categories, the total dependency load is lowest in the SMSA counties and rises

sharply in the first 50-mile band. With some exceptions, it may be said that

total dependency loads generally increase as distance increases. The most de-

viant instance in this regard is the nonwhite urban population in which the

total dependency ratio rises sharply to a peak in the 50-to-99-mile distance

band and declines sharply beyond 150 miles of an SMSA.

In summary, youth dependency ratios in the rural population generally
tended to increase with greater distance from the nearest SMSA. Regular in-

creases in youth dependency ratios were exhibited only for rural-nonfarm whites

and nonwhites. Aged dependency ratios, in the main, tended to decline with

increasing distance for the rural-farm population, but to rise and then decline

for the rural-nonfarm population. Thus, the social and economic burdens as-

txiated with youth dependency fall with increasing weight upon rural popu-

lations as the distance from a metropolitan area increases. Also, it is probable

that the educational, religious, and other organizational structures in the more
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remote areas are generally less well equipped to aid families in meeting the
problems of youth dependency than is the case in communities closer to
SMSA's.

The sex composition of the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm
populations

As indicated previously in thi; chapter, the sex composition of a given popula-
tion is determined by antecedent births, deaths, and migration. Demographers
often use a simple index, the sex ratio, or the number of males per 100 females,
to summarize and compare the balance of the sexes in a population. The sex
ratio at birth is high. That is, among whites in the United States, 5 or 6 percent
more males than females are born; among nonwhites, the excess of males is only
2 or 3 percent. The death rate, from infancy throughout the lifespan, is higher
for males than females. Thus, the effect of mortality is to continuously reduce
the high sex ratio at birth. In addition, the age and sex selectivity of in- and
out-migrants greatly affects sex composition,* variations in the residence com-
ponents generally being due more to the nature of the selectivity among mi-
grants than to births and deaths.

The sex ratio of the total population of the United States in 1960 was 96.9
males per 100 females. That is, there were approximately 3 percent more fe-
males than males. For many years prior to 1950, the sex ratio of the American
population had been more than 100. Among whites in 1960, it was 97.3 and
among nonwhites, 94.2.

As shown in table 111-7 the ratio of males to females was higher in the rural
than in the urban areas of the Nation as a whole. The excess of males over
females in the rural-farm population was slightly over 7 percent, in the rural-
nonfarm population it was about 3 percent; in the urban population on the
other hand there was a male deficit of about 6 percent. The sex ratios for
nonwhites were considerably lower than for whites. Although the nonwhite sex
ratios follow the high rural and low urban pattern mentioned, they were
higher in the rural-nonfarm than in the rural-farm areas of the Nation.

The high sex ratios characteristic of the two rural-residence groups and the
low sex ratios of urban areas for both whites and nonwhites applied generally
to the nine divisions as well as the four regions of the Nation, with a few
exceptions. In the rural-farm population, the only sex ratio below 100 was
that of nonwhites in New England. In the rural-nonfarm population, it fell
below 100 only for nonwhites in the South as a whole and in the East and West
South Central Division. For the urban population the ratio exceeded 100
only among nonwhites in the West and in the Pacific Division.

The prevailing pattern of the sex ratios of the white population is that this
measure is highest in the rural-farm population, lower in the rural-nonfarm,
and lowest in the urban. This was so in all regions except the West, and in all
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divisions except the South Atlantic and the Pacific; the white rural-nonfarm
sex ratio was triviall: higher than that of the rural-farm population in two
of these areas, and appreciably larger in one, the Pacific Division. On the other
hand, the prevailing pattern of the nonwhite sex ratio is that the measure is
highest in the rural-nonfarm population, lower in the rural-farm, and lowest
in the urban. The main exception to this pattern is found in the South, where
the nonwhite sex ratios for the region and each of the three southern divisions
follows the pattern characteristic of the white sex ratio. Also, in the New England
Division, the nonwhite urban sex ratio is actually higher than that of the rural-
(arm population but far lower than in the rural-nonfarm population.

Table III-7.-SEX RATIOS BY RESIDENCE AND COLOR, BY REGIONS AND Dna-
SIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Won and division

Mlles per 100 feasles

Total Rural rare Rural nonfarm Urban

Total *die NOn-
IOW to

Total vhi to Non -
writ te

Total Alta Non-
white

Total White
Non-
white

Lk! Wel Sates
mime:

96.9 97.3 94,2 107.2 108.0 101.6 103,1 103,1 102.3 94.0 94.3_ 91.3

Nortreast 94.6 94.9 91.0 309.0 109.0 113.4 100.9 100.5 122.6 92.9 93,2 89.7
North Central 97.4 97.6 94.7 109.6 109.6 103.3 101.8 101.4 125.9 94.3 94,5 93.2
&Mtn 96.9 97.9 93.5 104.1 103.1 101.2 102.3 103.2 98.7 93.0 93.9 89.4Viet 100.0 99.7 103.9 110.7 110.8 108.7 112.5 111,9 124.1 96.8 96.5 100,3

Divisions:
Nov Sngland 95,0 94.9 97,9 110.0 110.1 78.5 101.1 100.8 135.2 93,0 93,0 95.1
Middle Atlantic 94.5 94.9 90,4 108.7 108.7 117.1 100.8 100.4 120.5 92,9 93.3 89.1
Last North Central 97.2 97.5 94.6 108.0 108.0 103.2 102.1 101,7 133.8 95.0 95.1 93.4
Moat North central 97.7 97.8 93.1 111.1 111.2 103.4 101.3 101.0 115.7 92.5 92,6 92.1
Seth Atlantic 97.0 97.8 94.3 102,8 103.5 101.2 103.1 103,9 100.2 92,7 93,3 90.0
last South Central 96.2 97.5 91.8 103,9 104.9 100.8 100.5 101.6 95.5 90.8 92.1 86.9
Moat South Central 97.3 98.2 93.4 106.6 107,4 102.3 102.5 103.1 98.6 94.5 95.3 90.3
Mountain 101.1 101.1 101.9 111.0 111.7 101.8 108.9 104.2 106.2 97.3 97,2 97.7
Pacific 99.6 99.2 104.4 110.3 110,0 119.5 114.6 113.3 131.7 96,6 96,3 100,6

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Among rural-farm whites, sex ratios were highest in the Mountain and West
North Central Divisions (111.7 and 111.2, respectively) and lowest in the
South Atlantic and East South Central Divisions (103.5 and 104.9, respec-
tively). Among rural-nonfarm whites, sex ratios ranged from a high of 113.3 in
the Pacific Division to a low of 100.4 in the Middle Atlantic Division. In the
urban white population, the range of the sex ratio was relatively narrow, from
97.2 in the Mountain Division to 92.1 in the East South Central Division.
Among nonwhites in each of the residence categories, sex ratios varied widely,
except in the three southern divisions where nonwhite sex ratios, within each
residence group, fe% within a relatively narrow range.

Sex ratios for 5-year-age groups in the three residence categories of the Nation,
by color, are summarized in figure 111-9. A number of reasons may be adduced
to account for patterns in the sex ratio by age for the several color-residence
groups of the population. Among the most important are the following: (1)
due to the high sex ratio at birth, the sex ratios at the early ages tend to be
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high; (2) due to higher male than female mortality at most ages, sex ratios at

the older ages tend to be low; (3) due to patterns of selective migration which

reflect numerous social and economic norms, distinctive patterns of high and low

sex ratios emerge in the three residence categories; and (4) due to the lower

sex ratio at birth as well as higher mortality among nonwhites, the sex ratios of

nonwhites tend to remain lower throughout the lifespan.

A high level of masculinity is discernible in the rural-farm population, both

white and nonwhite. The sex ratios plotted in figure 111-9 are above 100 for all

age groups below 25 years, all age groups of the white population 45 years old

and over, and all age groups of the nonwhite population 50 years and over.

Moreover, except at ages 75 and over, the sex ratios for the rural-farm white

population exceeded those for the nonwhite population.

The high degree of masculinity in the rural-farm population reflects not only

the impact of the factors set forth above as influences on the sex ratio, but also

a series of social and economic norms. With few exceptions, agricultural work

in American society is defined as man's work. Hence, hired hands and farm

laborers are predominantly males. Farming and ranching are believed to require

the cooperation of a married couple, and the proportion of married adults with

Figure III-9.SEX RATIOS OF POPULATION BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND A0E,

FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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the husband engaged in agriculture is high. In these cases, there are few roles
to be played by young unmarried girls or by widowed women. Hence, there
appears to be a strong tendency for them to migrate from the rural-farm
population.°

in the rural-nonfarm population the balance of the sexes is far closer to
equality than in either the rural-farm or urban population. For the white popu-
lation the rural-nonfarm sex ratios are closer to 100 than those of the rural-
lam population in 16 of the 17 age groups plotted in figure 111-9, and for the
nonwhite population this was true in 13 of the 17 age groups. Also, the white
rural-nonfarm sex ratios were closer to 100 than were those of either the rural -
(arm or rural-nonfarm populations in 12 age groups, and the nonwhite ratios
wire closer to balance in 10 age groups. Also, although the rural-nonfarm popu-
lation is to be characterized as masculine by virtue of overall sex ratios of 103.1
for whites and 102.3 for nonwhites, it was considerably less masculine than the
rural-farm population in most age groups. In fact, between ages 25 and 34 and
at age 60 and above, women outnumbered men in the white rural-nonfarm pop-
ulation, but the excess of women in these age groups was proportionately less
than the excess of men in the corresponding age groups of the rural-farm popu-
lation. The same is true of the nonwhite population 30 years old and over, except
in the age group 45 to 49 years.

A quite different situation prevailed in the urban population, which had far
more females than males in almost all age groups. The sex ratio for the white
urban population exceeded 100 only in the age groups under 15 years, and for
the nonwhite population only among children under 5 years. The influx to urban
areas of young women aged 20 to 24 years from the rural areas was especially
marked. and is reflected by an urban sex ratio of 90 for the white and 81 for
the nonwhite population. The extraordinarily low sex ratios in the urban popu-
lation at the more advanced ages not only reflect differential mortality, but
also the urban residence of widows from the rural areas.

The sex composition of the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm
populations, by distance

While the populations of the three urban-rural residence categories are inter-
dependent in numerous ways, the metropolis or the SMSA is dominant in the
sense of guiding, directing, and controlling a preponderance of human activi-
ties. Given the free movement of population characteristic of American society,
as wel as the established patterns of migration mainly from rural to urban
sectors, sex ratios are expected to fluctuate in a systematic way with increased
distance from an SMSA. It is anticipated that the rural population, for example,
will be increasingly masculine as distance from an SMSA increases. Such an
expectation is based, in part, upon the fact that the urban population will be
proportionately smaller with increasing distance from SMSA's. As a consequence,
the "rural" character of the population will increase and it will thus kA., more
masculine.
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For the United States as a whole, the sex ratios of both the white and nonwhito
populations are lower in SMSA's than they are at any distance away frorr
SMSA's. In general, the further the distance, the higher the sex ratio. The
only exception to this pattern is found for the nonwhite population residing
from 50 to 99 miles away from an SMSA. (Table 111-8).

Table III-8.-SEX RA nos BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND DISTANCE FROM
NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, FOR THE CON
TERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Residence and color Total
Inside
SSA

counties

Distaneo from Mail% SIMI

Leas than
50 silos

50 to 99
silos

100 to
149

silos

150 silos
or

sore

Jutted States
WM la
Woad ?A

Rural rim.
wht to
Nonwhite

Rural nonfarm
Alto
Nosed te

Viten
Whits
Nonwhite

16.9
97.3
94.2

107.2
106.0
101.6

103.1
103.1
102.3

94.0
94.3
91.3

95.6
95.9
93.0

107.2
107.5
103.0

106.0
105.4
115.5

94.2
94.6
91.7

96.3
98.5
96.5

106.1
106.5
102.9

100.6
100.7
99.5

92.6
93.1
90.1

96.6
99.3
95.5

106.5
107.5
101.2

101.4
101.6
99.0

92.3
92.9

101.1
101.4
96.1

100.5
110.4
100.7

104.2
104.5
100.6

94.1
94.2
92.4

106.2
104.1
106.

112.
112.
101.

106.
107.
104.

98.4,
911.1

116./

eapianation of meaeurement procedure, seep chapter 1, page 17.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data hi 1960 Census of Population.

A somewhat different pattern characterizes the sex ratios of the rural-farm and
rural-nonfarm population. In these residence categories high sex ratios are found
in SMSA's, and they get smaller as the distance from an SMSA grows larger,
but only up to a point. In every case there is a reversal of trend which culminates
in maximal sex ratios at 150 miles or more from an SMSA. The turning point
is reached at less than 50 miles in the total and white rural-farm populations
and in the total and white rural-nonfarm populations. It occurs at 50 to 99
miles in the urban population, both white and nonwhite, and in the nonwhite
rural-nonfarm population. In the nonwhite rural-farm population the sex ratio
declines through all distance ranges short of 150 miles, at which point it begins
to rise.

With one exception among southern nonwhites, sex ratios in the rural -farm
population of all regions and at all distances are above 100. An excess of males
also prevails in the white rural-nonfarm population in most distance bands, but
the sex ratios are generally lower than those of the rural-farm white population
in the same distance bands. The extremely high rural-nonfarm nonwhite ses
ratio of 115.5 in SMSA counties merits special notice. Sex ratios for the white
and nonwhite urban populations are characteristically low and relatively stable
at all distances.

Sex ratios of the rural-farm white population In the four regions usually
exhibited an increase with greater distance, as shown in table 111-9. The whits
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rural-nonfarm sex ratio in the four regions generally shows higher-than-average
ratios in the SMSA countics, lower-than-average ratios within 100 miles of the
SMSA counties, awl higher-than-average ratios in the most distant areas. The
urban white sex ratios as a rule appear to be higher than average in SMSA
counties and at distances of 150 or more miles from an SMSA. In general, non-
white sex ratios in the South for all residence groups appear to decline with
increasing distance from an SMSA.

Table )III -9. -SEX RATIOS FOR THE TOTAL WHITE POPULATION AND THE
NONWHITE POPULATION OF THE SOUTH, BY RESIDENCE, DISTANCE FROM
NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, AND REGIONS,
FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Negian by residence
and color

Total
inside
SUSS

counties

Distance from nearest SSA i

Less than
SO miles

90 to 99
wilts

100 to
149

miles

190 Niles
or

more

licrthesst

Total white 94.9 94.3 97.3 96.8 98.6 103.4

Itsal farm 109.0 107.0 109.2 109.7 113.3 114.0

Rural nonfarm 100.5 100.7 100.2 99.6 101.3 109.2

Orton 93.2 93.3 93.5 93.8 91.7 99.2

North Central

Total white 97.6 96.1 98.8 99.5 99.9 103.4

Neal Cara 109.6 108.2 107.2 110.0 112.3 113.3

Aural lionises 101.4 103.3 100.6 100.9 99.6 103.4

Whin 94.5 95.1 93.1 91.7 92.3 96.2

South

Total unite 97.9 96.4 98.7 99.2 100.7 101.3

Rural Cars 105.1 105.5 104.9 105.1 105.4 101.9

Aural nonfarm 103.2 108.2 101.0 101.9 104.9 96.8

Urban 93.9 94.4 92.1 93.2 91.8 100.9

Total nonwhite 93.5 92.1 99.1 94.6 94.4
(s)

Neal farm 101.2 100.5 102.7 101.0 99.8 (2)

Neal nanrars 98.7 107.3 97.4 97.3 99.9
(s)

Man 89.4 90.4 87.3 87.2 06.5
(s)

Vest

Total white 99.7 98.1 101.7 102.7 104.7 104.8

at Cara 110.8 109.2 113.0 109.9 111.4 112.2

Rural nonfarm 111.9 117.6 104.6 106.7 111.9 109.7

Urban 96.5 96.2 98.5 97.3 98.0 98.7

For explanation of measurement procedure. see chapter I. page 17.
Fewer than 100 persons.

Source : Itetabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Recent changes in rural-farm and rural-nonfarm age and
sex composition

As much has been written about long-time trends in age structure and sex
composition in America,"' it is unnecessary here to be concerned with more than
a brief indication of major changes in the latest intercensal decade.

It is obvious that the changes in definitions of residence used in 1950 and
1960 render a careful and detailed scrutiny of age and sex changes in the decade
hazardous, if not impossible. A joint report of the Bureau of the Census and the
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Agricultural Marketing Service on the effects of changes in the definitions of the
farm populations is helpful in evaluating the data presented by residence for
1950 and 1960. This report states with respect to changes in age and sex:

Although there were some differences in the amounts by which the various age groups
were affected by the change in definition, the age structure of the farm population was
not greatly altered. The median age of the farm population is 26.4 under the 1960 defi-
nition and 26.2 under the previous definition. The relatively unchanged median does
mask the fact that the proportions of children under 14 years of age and of elderly
people 65 years old and over in the farm population are both somewhat reduced by
the change in definition. The number of children under 14 is reduced by 22 percent and
that of persons 65 and over by 27 percent under the 1960 definition in comparison with
the estimates obtained for these ages, using the 1950 definition. . . .

The ratio of males to females in the population group shifted to the nonfarm cate-
got), is only 102.1, considerably lower than the ratio of 109.3 of the new farm popula-
tion which shows the traditional farm preponderance of males. Such a change was
to be expected in view of the essentially nonagricultural character of the group
deleted from the farm population."

Table III-10 summarizes changes in selected measures of age composition
for 1950 and 1960. A change in the definition of the farm population adopted
for the census of 1960, which has been alluded to above, introduced some ele
ments of incomparability in data tabulated by farm residence. The definition
of urban and rural territory is unaffected by this change. Hence, comparisons
for the total, the urban, and the rural populations as a whole are also unaffected.

The median age of the American population as a whole declined between
1950 and 1960, from 30.2 to 29.5 years. A decline in median age took place in
all residence and color groups except rural-farm whites. The large increase in
the median age of this group was sufficient to offset the decrease in median age
for rural-farm nonwhites, so that the total rural-farm population attained 3
large increase in median age during the decade.

Both youth and aged dependency ratios were larger in 1960 than in 1950.
Increases in youth dependency loads during the decade were greatest in the
urban and least in the rural-farm population. Increases in aged dependencY
loads, on the other hand, were greatest in the rural-farm population and least
in the rural-nonfarm population. Among whites, however, the increase was least
in the rural-nonfarm population and among nonwhites, was least in the swat'
farm residence category.

The general pattern of change in age distribution for both whites and now
whites is one of increase among youth and older adults, and decrease among
young adults. White children under 5 years old, however, comprised a smaller
proportion of the population in 1960 than in 1950 in both the rural-farm and
rural-nonfarm populations. The proportion of persons 45 to 64 years old wss
slightly smaller in 1960 than in 1950 in the urban population for both whit°
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and nonwhites. In all residence groups, the proportions of whites and nonwhites

aged 20 to 24 years and 25 to 44 years were markedly smaller in 1960 than in

1950. Nonwhite children under 5 years formed a larger proportion of the popu-

lation in 1950 than in 1960 only in the rural-farm residence category.

Table III-10.-SELECTED MEASURES OF AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION OP THE

POPULATION, BY RESIDENCE AND COLOR, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960 AND 1950

For current and previous urban definitions and changes in definition of the farm population
between 1950 and 1960, see text) .

Selected trot..
Total

Morel
fare

Rural
boaters

Urban

1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950

!I:DIANA=

Total 29.5 30.2 29.6 26.3 26.8 71.9 30.3 31.1

Iftte
30.3 30.6 31.7 27.9 27.5 26.4 31.0 32.0

ossaltt 23.5 26.1 17.4 18.5 20.0 23.5 25.3 24.7

TOM DIPMCIDCY RATIO

TOW 73.4 58.5 66.2 44.7 84.5 70.5 68.9 50.0

MOM 71.1 56.9 79.9 78.8 81.5 64.1 67.0 49.3

Oswalt* 93.7 73.5 148.8 128.7 117.6 89.5 64.0 56.9

ACID DEPIRCONCf RATIO

Total 17.3 14.2 19.2 15.2 14.1 16.1 16.9 13.2

VNIla 17.8 14.4 19.5 15.3 18.2 16.2 17.6 13.8

oraghtts 12.6 10.5 16.4 14.2 17.5 14.6 11.2 8.6

PIRCIXT DISTRIBUTION BY ACE

Total whit* 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

MSS- 5 pare 10.9 10.5 9.3 10.7 11.8 11.9 10.8 10.0

1 to 14 years 19.4 15.8 21.7 20.9 21.2 17.9 18.1 13.9

15 to 19 yearn 7.3 6.9 9.1 8.9 7.4 7.3 7.0 6.3

20 to 24 years 6.0 7.5 4.2 6.0 6.1 7.5 6.1 7.9

25 to 44 years 26.3 30.1 21.7 25.2 25.6 28.8 27.0 31.6

45 to 64 years 20.7 20.9 24.3 20.4 18.5 17.9 21.1 21.8

65 years sad over 9.4 8.5 9.8 7.4 9.1 8.8 9.5 8.5

IOW ambits 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mar 5 years 14.5 12.6 14.8 15.0 14.8 13.8 14.3 11.4

5 to 14 years 22.6 19.2 29.6 27.1 25.7 21.2 21.7 16.0

15 to 19 years 8.4 8.2 11.7 10.9 9.5 8.9 7.0 7.0

20 to 24 years 6.5 8.3 5.4 6.9 6.5 8.6 6.6 6.6

25 to 44 years 25.2 29.7 16.5 20.5 20.8 21.8 27.3 34.0

45 to 64 7ear. 16.6 16.4 15.8 13.7 15.2 14.5 17.3 17.8

65 years sad over 6.1 5.7 6.2 5.8 7.5 7.2 5.8 5.1

SIR RATIO

Total 96.9 98.6 107.2 110.1 .03.1 103.6 94.0 94.6

1111te 97.3 99.0 108.0 111.4 103.1 103.6 94.3 94.9

asohlto 94.2 95.7 101.6 102.7 102.3 102.7 91.3 91.6

Source : 1960 data based on tables III-1, 111-2, 111-3, and III -7; for 1950, Census of
Population. 1950, VOL II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 1, United States Summary,
tables 38 awl 38.

Sex ratios in each residence category, for both whites and nonwhites, declined

during the past decade. The magnitude of the decline, at least partly due to
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definitional changes, was greatest in the rural-farm population. For whites, the
decline in the sex ratios in the past decade was less in the rural-nonfarm than
in the urban residence category.

Summary

The rural population of the United States in 1960 differs markedly from the
urban population in age and sex composition. The rural-farm age structure for
whites and nonwhites presents a picture of high proportions of youth and of
older adults, and low proportions of young adults. At most points in this general-
ized picture, these characteristics are reversed in the urban population. The age
characteristics of the rural-nonfarm population are usually intermediate, except
for the high proportion of children under 5 years and the low proportion of the
elderly. Sex ratios for the rural-farm population are characteristically high and
those for the urban population typically low.

Youth dependency among whites is greatest in the rural-nonfarm population
and lowest in the urban. White rural-farm and rural-nonfarm youth dependency
loads do not differ greatly in magnitude. Among nonwhites, youth dependency
loads are highest in the rural-farm and lowest in the urban population, butvery
high in both rural residence categories. In the white population, aged depend-
ency ratios are highest in the rural-farm and lowest in the urban population;
among nonwhites, they are greatest in the rural-nonfarm and lowest in the urban
population.

In general, proportions in the younger ages in the rural population exhibit
increases as the distance from an SMSA increases, and the proportions at older
ages show decreases. Youth dependency ratios for both segments of the rural
population tend to be larger as the distance from an SMSA increases, while
aged dependency ratios tend to be smaller. Sex ratios for the rural-farm white
population also tend to increase with distance from the nearest SMSA. In
relatively few instances is the influence of the metropolis found to be linear.

NOTES

i See the discussion of the demographic study of age composition in Donald J. Boric
The Population of the United States (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1959), pp. 92-95; Ansley
J. Coale, "The Effects of Changes in Mortality and Fertility on Age Composition," TI'S
Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, vol. XXXIV, No. 1, January 1956, pp. 79-114; and
George J. Stolnits, "Mortality Declines and Age Distribution," The Milbank Memorial
Fund Quarterly, vol. XXXIV, No. 2, April 1956, pp. 1-38.

'T. Lynn Smith, Fundamentals of Population Study (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott
Company, 1960), pp. 170-175; Charles P. Loomis and J. Allan Beegle, Rural SociolodY:
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my Strategy of Change (Englewood Cliffs: PrenticeHall, Inc., 1957), pp. 69-81; and
e, op. cit., PP. 99 -101.

tfhe precise delineation of life-cycle stages must necessarily be somewhat arbitrary.
froue, for example, utilizes four major lifecycle stages, each of which is subclassified. These
are Childhood (infancy, under 1; early childhood, 1 to 5; and late childhood, 6 to 8),
Louth (pre-adolescence, 9 to 11; early adolescence, 12 to 14; and late adolescence, 15 to
17), Adulthood (early maw: 'y, 18 to 24; maturity, 21 to 44; and middle age, 45 to 64),
ogi Age (early old age, 65 to 74, and advanced old age, 75 and over). See Bogue, op cit.,

P. 96ff.

The specified residence patterns apply to the various age groups as follows:
Percent under 5 years: he specified pattern is true for whites in all regions and in

3n except three divisions (Middle. Atlantic, West North Central, and West South Central) ;
the specified pattern for nonwhites is not found at any regional or divisional level. The
most frequent pattern for nonwhites is rural nonfarm (high), rural farm (intermediate),
and urban (low). This pattern is found in the South and West and in three of the five
divisions where rural nonwhites are tA all represented.

Percent 5 to 14: The specified pattern is true for whites in all regions and divisions
except the South. It is also true for nonwhites except in the North Central Region and in
she New England, East North Central, and Pacific divisions.

Percent 15 to 19: The specified pattern is true for whites in all regions and in all
divisions except for ties in the New England and West North Central divisions; it is also
true for nonwhites except in the Northeast and in Middle Atlantic, Wes; North Central,
and Pacific divisions.

Percent 20 to 24: The specified pattern is true for whites in all regions excot the
West and in all divisions except the South Atlantic and Pacific; it is also true for nonwhites
only in the South as a whole and in each division of the South.

Percent 25 to 44: The specified pattern is true for whites in all regions except the
Northeast where the urban and ruralnonfarm percentages are identical, and in all
divisions except New England; it is also true for nonwhites in all regions and divisions
except Nov England.

Percent 45 to 64: The specifies. pattern is true for whites in all regions except the
Northeast and in all divisions except the Middle Atlantic and West South Central; it is
also true for nonwhites in the Northeast and North Central regions but in no division
where nonwhites are numerous except the West South Central. Among nonwhites, the
pattern for the South and West regions is urban (high), rural farm (intermediate), and
rural nonfarm (low).

Percent 65 and o:,er; The specified pattern is true for whites except in the North
Central and West regions and in the West North Central, West South Central, Mountain,
and Pacific divisions; it is not true for nonwhites in any region or division. The nonwhite
pattern in the South and in the South Atlantic and East South Central divisions is rural
nonfarm (high), urban (intermediate), and rural farm (low).

The "dependency ratios" as used here are identical with the Jefinitions used by Bogue,
op. cit., p. 101ff.

It thuuld be recallee. that one of the major objectives of this study is a comrarison of
the characteristics of the gross residence categories. We are asking to what extent these
categories are similar in all parts of the Nation and to what extent they are different from
each other. The design employed recognizes size of place only in a gross way. Sec the
compelling results obtained for age differences According to size of place by Otis Dudley
Duncan and Albert J. Reiss, Social Characteristics of Urban and Rural Communities, 1950
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1956), chapter 3.
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Duncan and Reiss, ibid., p. 41.

' See the excellent discussion of factors determining the sex ratio in Bogue, op. cit.,

pp. 154-158. Of special note is the probable undercount of young men between the ages

of 20 and 35. See also T. Lynn Smith, Fundamentals of Population, op. cit., chapter 7;

T. Lynn Smith, Population Analysis (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1948),

chapter 5; C. A. McMahan, "An Empirical Test of Three Hypotheses Concerning the

Human Sex Ratio at Birth in the United St t ..s, 1915-1948," Milbank Memorial Fund

Quarterly, vol. XXIX, No. 3, July 1951; and Robert J. Myers, "The Effect of Age of
Mother and Bireo Order on Sex Ratio at Birth," Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly,

vol. XXXII, No. 3, July 1954.
' Bogue, op. cit., p. 160, suggests the hypothesis that families with young boys are more

likely to reside in suburban areas and small towns, in preference to cities, than are families

with young girls.
" Bogue, op. cit., chapter 6; Smith, Fundamentals of Population Study, oP. cit., pp.

177-179; Conrad Taeuber and Irene B. Taeuber, The Changing Population of the United

States (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958) chapter 2; Henry D. Sheldon, The

Older Population of the United States (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958) ;

"USA Population Changes: 1950-60," Population Bulletin, vol. XIX, No. 2, March 1963;
and Philip M. Hauser and Raul Vargus, "Population Structure and Trends" in E. W.

Burgess, Aging in Western Societies (C!iic4, The University of Chicago Press, 1960).

`""Effect of Definition Changes on Sir_ Ano .....unposition of the RuralFarm Population:
April 1960 and 1959," Census-AL1S, Series P-27, No. 28 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau

of the Census, April 17, 1961), pp. 4 and 5.



CHAPTER IV

DIFFERENTIAL FERTILITY

ntroduction
The patterns and differentials in fertility of the rural population of the

United States in 1960 are discussed in this chapter. The rural-urban difference

in fertility has been studied extensively and is well documented scientifically.

Grabill summarizes present knowledge and speculates about the future of this

differential as follows:

The urban-rural d:fferentials in fertility are among the oldest and best known of

demgraphic phenomenon. Over the years, they have narrowed considerably in the

United States bu t they are not likely to disappear completely within the foreseeable

future. They arise from many causes. The main cause probably is the greater money

cost and inconvenience of raising children in an urban area than on a farm. Some

other emirs are the migration of unmarried women from rural to urban areas, later

marriage and more education in urban areas, and more incentive to practice birth

control in urban areas. It is true that the factors are differences in degree. It is doubt-

ful that the tendency to limit family size spread from urban areas to rural areas

onlyias the latter became more "urban minded." I

In addition to these causes, Peterson suggests that urban women are more likely

to find alternative roles to that of housewife and thus to postpone childbearing

or put it off altogether.'

While the rural-urban fertility differential is well established, size of family

and income are usually negatively correlated in both rural and urban areas'
Furthermore, the populations classified as rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban

are increasingly homogeneous in many ways. Also, it must be recalled that the

rural-farm residence category in particular underwent a major definition change

in 1960.

This chapter employs only one of a number of useful measures of fertility,

namely, the number of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married women' This

measure is computed separately for married women in the early phase of child-

bearing (ages 15 to 24), in the middle periou (25 to 34), and in the late phase

(35 to 44). Generally, these measures are computed for white women in various

areas and for nonwhite women only in the South, since nonwhites comprise a

small proportion c,f the rural population elsewhere. The computation of fer-

tility I restricted age groups of womer within the reproductive span helps to

eliminate the influence of differing age concentrations of women on fertility

levels. Much of the discussion to follow centers upon the ratio for women 35

to 44, a group for which childbearing is nearly complete. This cohort of women
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was born between 1915 and 1925 and grew up under more rural condition
than later cohorts. At the same time, women who were 35 to 44 years old in 1
were bearing a large proportion of their children between 1935 and 1945,
period in which birth rates in the United States were comparatively low.

The measure employed must be recognized for what it is. The question regard-
ing children ever born was asked only of women reported as having been
married. It is highly probable that many unwed mothers reported themselves
having been married, therefore, and reported illegitimate children. Nevertheless,
the data are probably less complete for illegitimate than for legitimate births.
Enumerators' instructions were intended to include children born to women
before their present marriage, children no longer living, and those away from
home, as well as children who were still living at home. Grabill asserts that while
overcounts of children ever born may occur almost as frequently as under-
counts, ". . . it is probable that the bulk of the reports on children ever born
are complete, and accurate, at least for whites." 6

This chapter seeks to answer the following questions: To what extent is the
rural-urban differential in fertility evident in 1960? Do all regions and divisions
of the Nation exhibit similar differentials? Are the differentials similar for
whites and nonwhites? And finally, to what extent are rural fertility levels
influenced by proximity to metropolitan areas?

Patterns of fertility by residence
The rural-urban fertility differentials for the conterminous United States

were still relatively large in 1960 (fig. IV-1). Rural white women in each of

the three age groups reported more children than urban white women. The
number of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married rural-farm white we.-nen
in the Nation a whole was from 3 to 12 percent above that for rural-nonfarm
white women and from 20 to 35 percent above that for urban white women.
The ratio for rural-nonfarm white women ranged from 14 to 21 percent above
that for urban white women.

Ratios of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married white women, in all

three age groups, differed less in the two rural residence groups (rural-farm o
rural - nonfarm) than either rural residence group did in relation to the urb
group. For white women between 35 and 44, for example, the difference betty
rural-farm and rural-nonfarm ratios was 359; between rural-farm and urban
was 854; and between rural-nonfarm and urban it W;.3 495.

Regional differences. All regions without exception exhibited the same feral.
pattern as the Nationhigh rural-farm, intermedi2te rural-nonfarm, and 10

urban. Except for the Northeast, the ratios of children ever Lorn to ever -mare
white women differed less in the two rural residence groups than either ru
group did from the urban. The greater similarity of rural-nonfarm to urba

ratios in the Northeast applies only to married women 25 to 34 and 35 to
(table IV-1).
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VER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN

AND NONWHITE WOMEN IN THE SOUTH) BY AGE OF WOMEN AND RESIDENCE,

BY
REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

legion and color

Children ever born per 1,000 ever-married women

aural farm aural nonfarm Seam

15 to
24

years

25 to
34

years

35 to
4.

years

L5 to
24

years

25 to
34

years

35 to

years

15 le
24

years

25 le
34

years

35 to

years

United States

worth Central

white

Nonwhite

...t

1,405 2,667 3,262 1,370 2,590 2,903 1,175 2,269 2,401

1,429
1,445

1,325

2,091
1,551

2,150
2,957

2,706
4,525

3,221
3,274

3,265
5,665
3,229

1,332
1,416

1,320

2,051
1,469

2,444
2,697

2,5)1
3,170

2,7/3

2,674
2,949

2,992
4,432
2,960

1,099
1,210

1,146

1,1115

1,252_

2,124
2,373

2,241
2,976
2,363

2,320
2,507

2,393
2,921
2,421

source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Figure IV-1.-CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WHITE WO-
MEN, BY RESIDENCE AND AGE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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Levels of fertility for white women in each of the residence, groups and in each
age group were generally higher in the West and North Central Regions than
in the Northeast and the South. Ratios for nonwhite women in the South were
much above those for white women in each age and residence group.



82 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

Ratios of children ever born to ever-married rural-farm white women gen-
erally are highest in the West and North Central Regions and lowest in the
Northeast and the South. The ratio of children born to rural -farm white women
aged 15 to 24 ranged from a high of 1,551 in the West to a low of 1,325 in the
South; for those aged 25 to 34, the range was from a high of 3,013 in the West
to a low of 2,708 in the South; and for rural-farm women aged 35 to 44, the
number ranged from a high of 3,274 in the North Central Region to 3,221 in
the Northeast. While regional differences in fertility among rural-farm white
women were marked at ages from 15 to 24 and 25 to 34, they were very small

for women at ages 35 to 44.

The regional fertility pattern for rural-nonfarm white women is similar to that
for rural-farm white women, the most striking difference is in the case of rural-
nonfarm white women aged 35 to 44. Ratios of children to these women differed
markedly between the regions, from a high of 2,992 in the South to a low of
2,674 in the Northeast.

The ratios of children ever born to ever-married urban white women of all
ages were highest in the West and North Central States, intermediate in the
South, and lowest in the Northeast.

The magnitude of the fertility differential between rural-farm and urban resi-
dence categories varied from region to region, generally differing most in the
Northeast and !east in the South. The fertility ratio for rural-farm white women
aged 15 to 24 in the Northeast is 30 percent higher than the urban ratio while
in the South it is only 16 percent higher. For rural-farm white women aged 25
to 34 in the Northeast, the ratio is 34 percent higher than the urban ratio and
in the South it is only 21 percent higher. For rural-farm white women aged 35
to 44 in the Northeast the ratio is 39 percert higher than the urban ratio, and in
the North Central it is 31 percent higher. The comparable figure for the South
is 36 percent.

Differentials between the rural-nonfarm and urban categories varied less
between the regions than the differentials between the rural-farm and urban
categories. For white women, the difference between rural-nonfarm and urban
categories wasgreatest in the Northeast and least in the South for those aged
15 to 24; greatest in the West and least in the South for ages 25 to 34; greatest
in the South and least in the Northeast for those aged 35 to 44.

The differences . tween rural-farm and rural-nonfarm categories for all three
age groups of white women were greatest in the Northeast. Depending upon the

age group of the women, the ratio of children ever born to ever-married white
women in the Northeast ranged from 7 to 20 percent higher in the rural-farm
than in the rural-nonfarm areas. The ratio in the South for rural-farm white
women aged 15 to 24 was less than 1 percent higher than for the rural - nonfarm
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group (in the Northeast it was 7 percent above) the rural-farm ratio for women

25 to 34 in the South was only 7 percent above that for rural-nonfarm women

(in the Northeast, 17 percent above) ; and finally the rural-farm ratio for women

35 to 44 in the West and South was 9 percent above the corresponding rural-

nonfarm ratio (compared with 20 percent above in the Northeast) .

Divisional differences. With few exceptions, the pattern of high rural-farm,
intermediate rural-nonfarm, and low urban fertility was repeated for each of

the nine divisions of the conterminous United States in 1960 (see table IV-2) .

The exceptions in the expected pattern were all instances in which the number of
children ever born to ever-married rural-nonfarm white women either equaled or
exceeded the number of children born to rural-farm white women. Such excep-

tions occur in the case of white women in the East North Central, South Atlantic,
and East South Central Divisions, and in the case of nonwhite women in the
South Atlantic Division. In all instances the difference in ratios amounted to
less than 3 percent.

Table IV -2.- CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER - MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
(AND NONWHITE WOMEN IN THE SOUTH) BY AGE OF WOMEN AND RESIDENCE,
By DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Division and

MIME

%re England
91tile Atlantic
test North Central
aest North central
f.-4th Atlantic

le! Froth Central
...I foluth Central

Atlanti,
,41:t South Cent -al

VrAt Routh Central

colGr

Children ever born per 1,000 ever-serried women

Rural farm Rural nonfarm Urban

15 t,

24

years

25 to
14

years

35 to
44

years

15 to
24

years

25 to
34

years

35 to
44

years

15 to

24

years

25 to
34

years

35 to
44

years

',500. 2,995 3,766 1,328 2,486 2,696 1,156 2,260 2,481

1,412 2,816 3,211 1,334 2,428 2,665 1,080 2,084 7,271

1,430 2,917 3,253 1,430 2,673 2,915 1,213 2,,,354 2,484

1,458 2,973 3,293 1,383 2,756 7,031 1,203 2,425 2,578

1,239 2,598 3,208 1,269 2,428 2,854 1,083 2,122 1,27F

1,2q5 2,88" 3,360 t,331 2,585 3,183 1,119 2,186 1,401

1,485 2,866 3,223 1,429 2,756 3,116 1,224 2,400 2,517
1,580 ',127 3,473 1,526 2,906 3,251 1,310 2,580 2,760

1,510 1,904 1,023 1,469 2,703 2,821 1,233 2,298 2,330

2,022 4,88 5,467 2,035 3,701 4,225 1,823 2,8"1 2,772

2,139 4,804 5,823 2,088 4,103 4,698 1,886 3,166 3,128

2,213 4,696 5,977 2,005 4,075 4,710 1,821 3,038 l,054

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

The ratios of children ever born to ever-married white women differed lest
between the two rural residence groups than either rural residence group differed
from the urban. Exceptions to this generalization are found only in the New
England and Middle Atlantic Divisions. In New England the numbers of chil-
dren born to rural-nonfarm white women aged 25 to 34 and 35 to 44 departed
less from the urban than rural-farm ratios, In the Middle Atlantic Division, a
similar condition was true only for white women 35 to 44 years old.
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Ratios of children born to ever-married white women were higher in the
Mountain Division for all age and residence groups than in any other division

of the Nation. They were generally lowest in most age and residence groups in

the Middle Atlantic or South Atlantic Divisions. Comparable ratios for nonwhite

women in each of the southern divisions shown in table IV-2 were usually
about one-third higher than those for white women.

Fertility levels of rural-farm white women at different ages exhibited important

differences. As mentioned previously, rural-farm white women in the Mountain
Division had the highest fertility ratios in the Nation at all ages. Rural-farm
women aged 15 to 24 and 25 to 34 in the South Atlantic Division possessed the

lowest fertility ratios in this residence category. Furthermore, rural-farm white

women in this division ranked next to the lowest among the divisions in fertility
level in the age group 35 to 44. The number of children everborn per 1,000 rural-

farm women aged 15 to 24 differed greatly among the various divisions. The ratio

of 1,580 for rural-farm women in this age group in the Mountain Division was
approximately 27 percent higher than the ratio of 1,239 in the South Atlantic
Division. The ratio of 3,127 for rural-farm women aged 25 to 34 in the Moun-

tain States was about 20 percent above the ratio of 2,598 for the comparable

group in the South Atlantic Division. Differences in fertility among the divisions
for rural-farm women 35 to 44 were not as great as those at earlier ages, the
greatest difference amounting to 15 percent between the Mountain and Pacific

Divisions.

The ratios of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married rural-farm nonwhite

women were extraordinarily high in relation to those for white women in each

of the southern divisions. The ratios for nonwhites were higher in the West
South Central and East South Central than in the South Atlantic States.

Fertility level of rural-nonfarm white women at different ages also exhibited
regional variations, the hi7hest in each age group being in the Mountain States.
The ratios by age group were: 15 to 24, highest in the Mountain and Pacific
Divisions and lowest in the South Atlantic, New England, East South Central,
and Middle Atlantic Divisions; 25 to 34, highest in the Mountain, West North
Central, and West South Central Divisions and lowest in the Middle Atlantic and

South Atlantic States; and for 35 to 44, the group for which childbearing is near

completion, highest in the Mountain, East South Central, and West South Cen-
tral Divisions and lowest in the Middle Atlantic and New England Divisions.

As in the case of rural-farm nonwhite women, fertility levels were very high for

rural-nonfarm nonwhite women at all ages in the three southern divisions. Ratios

for nonwhite women in the South Atlantic Division were lower than in the East

and West South Central Divisions.

Finally, fertility ratios for urban white women at all ales were clearly lowest

in the Middle Atlantic and South Atlantic Divisions. As indicated previously,
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they were markedly higher at all ages in the Mountain Division. For urban white
women at ages 25 to 34 and at ages 35 to 44, fertility levels were also high in the
West North Central, West South Central, and East North Central Divisions.

Ratios for urban nonwhite women in the three southern divisions were higher
than for urban white women but the difference was not as great as similar
comparisons for rural women.

The fertility differential between white rural-farm and urban residence
groups was generally greatest in the New England and Middle Atlantic States,
and lowest in the South Atlantic and East South Central Divisions. The num-
bers of children ever born per 1,000 rural-farm white women aged 15 to 24
range among the divisions from 14 to 31 percent above the ratio for urban white
women in this age group. For those aged 25 to 34 the range was from 19 to 35
percent above the ratio for urban women in this age group. The percentage
difference was again greatest in the Middle Atlantic and New England Divisions,
while it was lowest in the West South Central and Mountain Divisions. For
%vomen aged 35 to 44, the rural-farm ratio ranged from 26 to 41 percent above
the ratio for urban women of this age. The difference was most marked in three
divisionsMiddle Atlantic, South Atlantic, and East South Central, and least
marked in the Mountain, West South Central, and West North Central
Divisions.

The rural-farm versus urban differential among nonwhite women in the three
southern divisions at all ages was marked. The ratio for rural-farm nonwhite
women 25 to 34 and 35 to 44 ranged from 49 to 55 percent higher in the former
age group and 86 to 97 percent in the latter age group than comparable ratios
for urban nonwhite women.

Rural-nonfarm white women had higher fertility rates than urban white
women for all age groups and in all geographic divisions. For women aged 15
to 24, the ratio was only 15 percent higher in the New England and West North
Cenral Divisions but rose to 24 percent higher in the Middle Atlantic Division.
For the 25 to 34 group, the ratio was 10 percent higher in New England and
18 percent in the East South Central and Pacific Divisions. In the 35 to 44
group, it was 9 percent higher in New England and 33 percent in the East South
Central Division.

Generally among the divisions, large differences between rural-farm and
rural-nonfarm fertility levels were not apparent. As pointed out previously, the
ratios for rural-nonfarm white women aged 15 to 24 in three divisions either
equaled or exceeded that for ruralf,,z7 white women. Only in New England
was the number of children h , %Pal-farm white women aged 15 to 24
more than 6 percent above the .oinpat.) .:e rural-nonfarm ratio. In New Eng-
land the difference was 13 peruut 'Pie percentage by which the rural-farm
exceeded the rural- nonfarm ratio Loy white women aged 25 to 34 ranged from a
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low of about 4 percent in the East and West South Central Divisions to a high of
21 percent in New England. For white women aged 35 to 44, the rural-farm excess

over rural-nonfarm ranged from a low of about 3 percent in the West South
Central to a high of about 21 percent in the Middle Atlantic and New England

States. The fertility differentials between rural-farm and rural-nonfarm non-
whites in the three southern divisions were greater than among whites especially

for women aged 35 to 44. Ratios for rural-farm nonwhite women of this age
exceeded rural-nonfarm ratios by 24 percent in the East South Central States
and by 29 percent in the South Atlantic States.

Metropolitan versus nonmetropolitan patterns of fertility
That levels of fertility are inversely related to the extent of urbanization and

that rural fertility levels are inversely related to proximity to metropolitan
centers are commonly accepted propositions. In their classification of counties
by metropolitan and non-metropolitan status and size in 1950, Duncan and
Reiss summarize their findings in regard to rural fertility as follows:

The gradient of urban influence is especially marked for fertility (particularly for
the rural-farm population), educational attainment (particularly for the rural-non-
farm population), labor force participation of rural-farm females, occupation compo-
sition, and economic activities of farm operators. These results make it clear that
blanket characterizations of the rural population tend to be less accurate to the degree
that the rural population falls into the area of dominance of urban centers. Probably

no part of the rural population in the United States is completely free from urban
influence. But the degree of such influence varies greatly, at least partly as a function

of proximity to urban centers and the size of those centers.

This section reappraises rural fertility levels and variations for metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan areas in 1960, making use of metropolitan and nonmetro-
politan State economic areas (SEA's) classified by residence. The fertility meas-

ure used makes it possible to control for color and for age of woman.

The overall pattern of rural-farm and rural-nonfarm fertility. The overall

pattern of fertility for the conterminous United States in 1960 is shown in fig-

ures IV-2 and IV-3. Figure IV-2 depicts the fertility level of rural-farm white

women 35 to 44, by SEA's. Figure IV-3 shows fertility levels of rural-farm non-
white women 35 to 44 for the SEA's of the South only.

Figures IV-2 and IV-3 reveal large differences in the levels of fertility among

rural-farm women in the United States. The ratios of children ever born per
1,000 rural-farm white women aged 35 to 44 in all SEA's in Utah, for example,

were at least 15 percent above the national rural-farm white ratio. In fact, the

ratios in three of the five SEA's comprising Utah were more than 25 percent
above the national average, while in California, rural-farm white fertility ratios

in all except four of the State's SEA's were below the national average.

In general, the areas of high farm fertility shown in figure IV-2 are those
long identified with high birth rates in the United States. Most of these high
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fertility ratios coincide with the low income "problem areas" in American
agriculture. Many are areas in which small-scale, general, and self-sufficing farm-
ing persists, and many are relatively. isolated geographically. In some instances,

as for example, the SEA containing El Paso, Tex. or Lancaster, Pa., these char -
acterizations either do not apply or are insufficient explanations. In both cases
mentioned, it would seem necessary to introduce the religious affiliation variable

to account for the high fertility levels. Low ratios of children to rural-farm
white women, on the other hand, generally are found near or within ready access
to large urban centers. Most of the low fertility areas are those in which agricul-
tural activities are highly specialized, mechanized, and commercialized.

As indicated in figure IV-3, rural-farm nonwhites in the South also exhibited
large variations with respect to fertility levels, the highest generally appearing
in the enclaves of the Deep South which have had large Negro populations for
many years. Such areas were found in South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama,
Mississippi, and Louisiana. Fertility levels generally were lower in the border
areas and in areas near larger cities.

White women of the United States in 1960 (fig. IV-4) exhibited the expected
fertility differentials for each residency category and age group when classified
according to residence inside and outside of metropolitan SEA's. The number
of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married white women 15 to 44 residing
in nonmetropolitan SEA's was about 14 percent higher than for those residing
in metropolitan SEA's. This was true of each residence and age group of women.
For each age group of rural-farm white women, the nonmetropolitan ratios
were only slightly higher than the metropolitan. The difference was greatest for
white women 35 to 44, in which instance the nonmetropolitan ratio was slightly
more than 5 percent higher than the metropolitan.

The rural-farm versus urban differential in fertility level was invariably
greater among white women in metropolitan than in nonmetropolitan SEA's.
The ratio for rural-farm white women 15 to 44 residing in metropolitan SEA's
of the United States was 32 percent higher than that for urban white women
of the same age group residing in metropolitan SEA's. The comparable differ-
ential for white women in nonmetropolitan SEA's was 28 percent. A parallel
situation was true for each age group of white women.

Fertility patterns by divisions. As in the case of the Nation as a whole, in
1960 white women in each of the divisions exhibited the expected higher fer-
tility level in nonmetropolitan than in metropolitan SEA's. Ratios of children
born to rural-farm white women 15 to 44 ( and rural-farm nonwhite women in
the South) , in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan SEA's, by division, are shown
in figure IV-5. This figure shows the ratios of children were higher in each
division for women in nonmetropolitan areas. Figure IV-6 depicts the same
relationship for rural-nonfarm women 15 to 44. In both figures, the extra-
ordinarily high ratios of children to married nonwhite women in the South are
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Figure IV-2.CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 ARRIED URAL-FARM

WHITE WOMEN AGED 35 TO 44, BY STATE ECONOMIC AREAS, FOR THE
CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

[Ratio not computed unleu there were 100 or more ever-married rural-farm white women
aged 35 to 44, in an SEA]

8 A-N State Economic Areas
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Fre v -Z.L.HILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED RURAL-FARM
THITE WOMEN AGED 35 TO 44, BY STATE ECONOMIC AREAS, FOR THE

CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960Continued

[Ratio not computed unless there were 100 or more ever-married rural-farm white women
aged 35 to 44, in an SEA)
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.ident. Furthermore, nonmetropolitan residence generally elevates fertility

els in the rural-nonfarm sector to a greater extent than in the rural-farm

ategorY.

mot 11V-4.CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WHITE WO-
4N, sy RESIDENCE, ACE, AND METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN STATE

ECONOMIC AREAS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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1.000

0

15 to 24
years

'onto : Table IV-3.

25 to 34
years

AGE OF EVERMARRIED WHITE WOMEN

35 to 44
years

The higher nonmetropolitan ratios of children ,vere not without exception
when controlled for age of married women (table IV-3). Most of the excep-
tions applied to fertility ratios among white women aged 15 to 24. Rural-farm
.bite women in this age group residing in metropolitan SEA's in the South
tlantic, Mountain, and Pacific Divisious had highei ratios than those in non -
etrop&itan SEA's. Rural-nonfarm white women in this age group residing in
etropolitan SEA's in the West North Centre.,, East South Central, and West
uth Central had higher ratios than those :n nonmetropolitan areas. The only

ther exception applied to rural-farm whi,e women aged 25 to 34 in the Moun-
'n Division.

The ratios of children ever born per 1,000 rural-farm white women 15 to 44
n nonmetropolitan SEA's were consistently higher than for those in metropoli-
n SEA's (fig. IV-5). While differences were not great, higher fertility ratios

or rural-farm white women in nonmetropolitan SEA's held true for all divi-
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Table IV-3.- CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
BY ACE OF WOMEN, RESIDENCE, AND NONMETROPOLITAN AND METROPOLITAN
STATE ECONOMIC AREAS, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

Division and OA,

Children ever born per 1,000 ever-married chit. women

Nonmetrowlitan VA's Pletmplitmn StA's

Atrel

farm
RANI

nonfarm
Urban Rural

farm
Rural
nonfarm

Urban

UNITED STATES

Women 15 to 44 years 2,860 2,509 2.237 2,773 2,383 2,10)15 to 24 years 1,406 1,376 1,209 1,399 1,355 1,1641S to 34 years 2,073 2,632 2,410 2,618 2,503 2,230IS to 44 years 3,283 2,997 2,607 1,11) 2,708 2,357

NEW EIL1AND

Women IS to 44 years 3,010 2,454 2,258 2,718 2,345 2,11415 to :4 years 1,511 1,175 1,238 1,419 1,262 1,12745 to 34 years 3,068 2,583 2,366 2,781 ?,19' 2,23815 to 44 years 3,176 2,811 2,616 2,972 2,596 2,461

MIDDLE ATLANTIC

Women 15 to 44 years 2,837 2,401 2,136 2,776 2,300 2,01715 to 24 years 1,441 1,170 1,151 1,361 1,292 1,07125 to 14 pm?' 2,872 2,487 2,260 2,725 2,369 .,06235 to 44 years
3,226 2,747 2,421 3,186 2,586 2,256

LAST NORM CENTRAL

Vern 15 to 44 years 2,910 2,540 2,292 2,629 2,481 2,18215 to 24 years 1,439 1,437 1,241 1,376 1,41) 1,20425 to 34 years 2,943 2,693 2,467 2,902 2,632 2,32515 to 44 years 3,271 2,971 2,650 3,156 2,789 2,44)

WEST W311114 CENTRAL

don 15 to 44 years 2,925 2,590 ,306 2,846 2,517 2,20115 to 24 year, 1,460 1,365 1,202 1,417 1,477 1,20425 to 34 years 2,971 2,771 2,509 2,875 2,688 2,37735 to 44 years 3,302 1,060 2,712 3,136 2,879 2,502

SOUTH ATLANTIC

Worsen 15 to 44 years 2,592 2,365 2,018 2,591 2,263 1,97315 to 24 years 1,236 1,267 1,069 1,Z72 1,269 1,08025 to 34 years 2,599 2,155 2,583 2,386 2,11015 to 44 years 3,234 2,924 2,1911 2,771 2,654 2,238

'Aar swim CENTRAL

Women 15 to 44 years 2,782 2,546 2,044 2,720 2,396 2,03415 to 24 years 1,301 1,329 1,105 1,175 1,341 1,1)025 to 34 years 2,687 2,605 2,193 2,683 2,497 2,18215 to 44 years 3,368 3,256 2,468 3,214 2,851 2,356

WEST SOUTH CENTRAL

Women 15 to 44 years 2,853 2,638 2,306 2,714 2,466 2, L$15 to 24 years 1,489 1,427 1,251 1,451 1,437 1,210
25 to 34 years
35 to 44 years

2,874
3,241

2,787
3,176

2,521
2,717

2,792
3,039

2,644
2,865

2,141
2,40

Women 15 to 44 year,
15 to 24 years

3,047
1,571

2,702

1,542
2,417
1,341

3,032
1,664

2,536
1,451

2,)21
1,2025 to 34 years 3,119 2,957 2,688 3,226 2,687 2,10435 to 44 years 3,473 3,312 2,922 3,465 2,973 2,651

PACIFIC

Women 15 to 44 year* 2,793 2,532 2,307 2,764 2,462 2,09215 to 24 years 1,504 1,492 1,310 1,552 1,437 1,22125 to 34 years 2,910 2,746 2,515 2,892 2,647 2,21035 to 44 years 3,037 2,656 2,614 2,995 2,775 2,294

source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1000 Census of Population.
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lions. The percentages by which these ratiosBrhSarnoiCiretoRptilliPliA's
exceeded those in metropolitan SEA's ranged upward from a low of less than 1
percent.

Figure rv-s.-CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED RURAL-FARM
whore WOMEN AND NONWHITE WOMEN IN THE SOUTH) AGED 15 TO 44 BY
METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS, BY DIVI-
SIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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Source : Tables IV-Sand IV-4.

The fertility level of rural-farm white women in nonmetropolitan SEA's was
especially low in the South Atlantic States. The ratio in the Mountain Division
was more than 6 percent higher than the national average ratio for all runil-farm
white women in nonmetropolitan SEA's; in New England it was about 5 percent
higher; but in the South Atlantic Division the ratio was approximately 6 percent
below the national average. In metropolitan SEA's the ratios for rural-farm
white women were especially high in the Mountain Division, and especially low
in the South Atlantic Division. The ratio in the former was about 9 percent
above, and the latter. nearly 7 percent below the national average. Rural-farm
white women in metropolitan as well as in nonmetropolitan SEA's had higher-
than-average fertility in the Mountain, West North Central, and East North
Central Divisions. Levels were lower than average both inside and outside metro -
1 o litan SEA's in the South Atlantic, East South Central, West South Central,
and Pacific Divisions.
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The rural-farm versus urban differential in fertility of married white women
15 to 44 was large in all divisions and was usually larger if residence was in
metropolitan SEA's. For nonmetropolitan SEA's it was largest in the East South
Central Division (36 percent) and smallest in the Pacific Division (21 percent) .
For metropolitan SEA's it was largest in the Middle Atlantic States (38 percent)
and smallest in the New England Division (24 percent).

The rural-nonfarm versus urban differential in fertility of married white
women 15 to 44 was at least moderately great in all divisions. In nonmetropoli-
tan SEA's, rural-nonfarm ratios exceeded the urban ratio by 9 percent in New
England and by about 25 percent in the East South Central Division. For
women residing in metropolitan SEA's, the rural-nonfarm ratios ranged from 7
percent higher than the urban ratios in New England to 18 percent higher in the
East South Central Division.

In general, ratios of children ever born per 1,000 rural-nonfarm white women
15 to 44 deviated less from urban than from rural-farm ratios in both nonmetro-
politan and metropolitan SEA's. For nonmetropolitan SEA residents, the clearest
exceptio. s were found in the three southern divisions where fertility levels of
rural-farm and rural-nonfarm white women were similar. For metropolitan SEA
residents, exceptions appeared only in the East South Central, West South
Central, and Pacific Divisions.

Table W-4.-CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER - MARRIED NONWHITE
WOMEN Dv AGE OF WOMEN, RESIDENCE, AND NONMETROPOLITAN AND METRO-
POLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS, sy DIVISIONS OF THE SOUTH: 1960

Uivision and ego

Children -.or born per 1,000 ever-married nonwhite van

AoLeetmpolitan sins Metropolitan SLA's

Rural

faro

iral

re atm
Urban

Aural
fors

Mers1
nonfarm

Urban
....

SOUTH ATLANTIC

*Awn 15 to 4 years 4,156 3,605 2,904 4,160 3,396 2,01

IS to 24 years 2,019 2,0)1 1,471 2,079 2,0,2 1,410

25 to 34 years 4,300 3,713 1,127 4,035 3,5,3
2,761

35 to 44 years 5,463 4,245 3,167 5,10) 3,933 2,6:9

LAST 3011111 CENTRAL

Women IS to 44 years 4,649 3,649 1,105 4,515 3,714 2,.011

15 to 24 year. 2,160 2,099 1,933 1,601 2,014 ift
a to 34 Aare 4,423 4,130 3,362 4,507 3,962 3,00

35 to 4 years 5,431 1.,729 3,437 5,663 4,309 2,0

VW SOWN C12(111AL

Sown 15 to 44 years 4,171 1,937 3,137 4,144 3,649 2,90'

13 to 24 years 2,259 2,013 1,915 1,371 2,096 1,.1)

25 to 14 years 4,701 4,106 3,342 4,601 3,472 2,")

35 to 44 years 6,009 4,761 3,178 !,)19 4,301

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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IV-6.CHILDREN EVER
NON

RN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED RURAL-

NONFARM
WHITE WOMEN (AND WHITE WOMEN IN THE SOUTH) ACED

is To 44 By METROPOLI1AN AND NONMETROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS,

y DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

JO
Nonmetropolitan

Metropolitan

Moo 111414 I n1 Will We rest
I alloml Allsoc MaM MellA Alionloc SaM

Geleei Dalrel Comm

Rural-nonfarm white women
aged 15 to 44

source : Tables IV-3 and IV-4.

Weil ilieustme Pacific
Ssolti
Gab el

SeeM 111 West
AIlwh( SW% Soetli

Csi6s1 CaMesi

4.11:0

4,500

4.003

3,500

3,000

1230:12.300

0

Rural-nonfarm nonwhite women
aged 15 to 44

As in the case of white women, nonwhites in the three southern divisions
exhibited higher fertility when residence was in nonmetropoltan SEA's (table
IV-4 and figs. IV-5 and IV-6). The ratios of children ever born per 1,000
rural-farm nonwhite women 15 to 44 residing in nonmetropolitan SEA's were
higher than for those in metropolitan SEA's in each of the three divisions of the
South. The difference was not great, except in the West South Central Divi-
sion where the rural-farm nonmetropolitan ratio was aproximately 14 percent
higher than the metropolitan ratio.

The rural-farm versus urban differential in fertility of nonwhite women 15 to
44 was very large. each of the three southern divisions, the difference was at
least 50 percent and was larger in metropolitan than in nonmetropolitan SEA's.

Changes in rural-farm and rural-nonfarm fertility, 19150-1960

The long-time downward trent in fertility, as well as the long-time narrowing
of group differences in fertility of the American population, are well docu-
mented.' In The Fertility of American Women, Grabill writes:
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The decline in ratios of young children to women reflected a genuine demographic

revolution, a growing disinclination of married couples to have many children. The

revolution was related to the same forces that caused the development of modern

society; the rapid advance in arts and science and the adoption of a rational approach

in individual and family living. In America, fertility began to decline before there

was any appreciable proportion of the population residing in urban areas.'

In the section on "The outlook for fertility differentials" of the same volume,

the author, say:

It seems likely to the authors that the long-range trend will be toward continued

narrowing of group differences in fertility. The differences between rural and urban

areas with respect to style of life are being lessened by reduction in the relative size of

the farm population, by improvements in highways and means of transportation, and

by television, radio, and movies . . Selective factors alone probably will continue to

account for appreciable urban-rural difference in fertility, but, in general, the outlook

is for reduction in the magnitude of these differentials'

This brief section attempts only to examine changes in the number of children

ever born to ever-married women according to residence in 1950 and in 1960. No

attempt has been made to correct for changes in definition in the two census

periods. Table IV -5 summarizes the number of children ever born to ever-

married white women, by age groups of women, and by residence for thr. conter-

minous United States, 1950 and 1960. This table also shows comparable fertility

measures for nonwhite women in the South only.

Several observations must be made concerning the gross ratios of children

ever bor . 1,600 women (table IV-5). First, the high rural-farm, interme-

diate rural-nonfarm and low urban ratios held true for whites in the Nation

and nonwhites in the South for all ages of women and for both decades, Second,

the ratios in 1960 were higher than in 1950 for whites and nonwhites at all

ages and in ali residence groups, except for the ratio of rural-farm white women

35 to 44 in 1960 which was slightly lower than in 1950. And third, the rural-farm

versus urban differential was smaller in 1960 than in 1950 for both whites and

nonwhites at all ages.

The ratio of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married white women 15 to

44 in the conterminous United States in 1960 was 2,849, or slightly more than

12 percent above the 1950 figure of 2,5'37. The ratio for rural-nonfarm white

women in 1960 was 2,469, or about 21 percent above the 1950 ratio of 2,046. For

urban white women in 1960 the ratio was 2,132, or 31 percent higher than in

1950 when it was 1,628. Thus, the relative increases in fertility between 1950

and 1960 for white women 15 to 44 were greatest in urban areas and least in

rural-farm areas.

Similar changes during the decade were also true of nonwhites in the South.

Increases in the ratios of children ever born per 1,000 nonwhite women in the

South were markedly greater in all residence categories than for whites. The

ratio for rural -farm nonwhites in the South was approximately 32 percent higher
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in 1960 than in 1950; for rural-nonfarm nonwhites, it was 44 percent higher;
and for urban nonwhites, it was nearly 48 percent higher.

Table IV-5.-CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WHITE
WOMEN AND NONWHITE WOMEN IN THE SOUTH), SY AGE OF WOMEN AND
RESIDENCE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960 AND 1950

Col:.r and see

ChtlAren aver born per 1,000 aver-mrrted womb

1960 1950

Total Mural
fare

Rural
nonfarm Urban Total aural

tars nonfarm Urtan

-4:1111.1

arb I. t. year:.

14 G 24 year:: 4..

. ,44

;.4,"
2,499
1.V.) 1.1''s

1,828
942

2,517
1,131

2,046
1,091

1,62e
11.7

t yor.; 174 ,,540 1/..9 1,6Q5 2,458 is.,oei 1.635

to 44 year 2,575 3,2t 2,..P03 2,408 2,271 3,266 2,597 1,981

Cot rT3:-.W161311'.1

4 .4. :c tr ',141 4,522 3,707 .,729 2,372 !,438 1,575 1,40
I., year. 1,419 ;,05e 1,635 1,402 1,119 1,471 1,253

;4 t, 34 year: 1,3:0 4,5:5 3,r0 .1,976 2,392 3,472 2,611 1,879

! to 4 year, 1,575 5,665 4,432 x,9.1 2,960 2,15:

Smarm Retabulated and computed from data in 1900 Census of Population ; 1950 Census of
Population, Vol. IV, Special Reports, Part 5, chapter C, Fertility, table I.

The fertility differential between rural-farm and urban residents, and between
white women in the conterminous United States and nonwhite women in the
South, had narrowed markedly between 1950 and 1960. Some, but not all, of the
contraction in the differentials may have been due to changes in definition. For
white women 15 to 44 in the conterminous United States in 1950, the fertility
measure used was almost 56 percent higher in rural-farm than in urban popula-
tions; in 1960, this difference amounted to approximately 34 percent. Among non-
white women 15 to 44 in the South in 1950, the ratio was 86 percent higher in
the rural-farm than in the urban population; in 1960, the difference amounted
to about 66 percent. The narrowed rural-farm differential during the decade
was true fur each age group of women and for both whites and nonwhites.

Summary

Marked differences in the level of fertility of rural and urban women of the
United States were apparent in 1960. While the level of fertility in all residence
groups was higher in 1960 than in 1950, the rural-urban differential had nar-
rowed during the decade. The ratio of children ever born per 1,000 rural-farm
white women was from one-fifth to more than one-third higher than compa-
rable urban white ratios. This differential was even greater for nonwhites in the
South. The levels of fertility in the rural-farm and the rural-nonfarm components
were generally more similar to each other than either rural group was to the urban
residence group.
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Ratios of children ever born to ever-married rural-farm white women gener
ally were highest in the West and North Central Regions. More specifically, th
were highest for all ages of rural-farm white women in the Mountain Divisi
and were especially low in the South Atlantic, Middle Atlantic, 4nd Paci
Divisions. Ratios for rural-farm nonwhite women in the South were extraordi-
narily high. In each division of the South, the nonwhite ratio was well over
percent above the white ratio.

With few exceptions, residence in metropolitan SEA's, in contrast to nonmetro-
politan SEA's, served to depress fertility levels of all residence categories. This was
true of whites and nonwhites and for each age group of women, with few reserva-
tions. Thus, the influence of large centers on fertility levels was supported.
However, it must be pointed out that rural-farm ratios in nonmetropolitan SEA's
were not greatly in excess of those in metropolitan SEA's. Furthermore, the
rural-farm versus urban fertility differential was usually greater in metropolitan
than in nonmetropolitan SEA's.

NOTES

' Wilson H. Grabill, Clyde V. Kiser, and Pascal K. Whelpton, The Fertility of American
Women (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), pp. 83 and 84.

' William Petersen, Population (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1961), p. 218.

Grarti, Kiser, and Whelpton, op. cit., chapters 5, 6, and 7; Donald J. Bogue, The
Population of the United States (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1959), chapter 12 (reprinted
with permission of The Macmillan Company) ; National Resources Committee, The

Problems of a Changing Population (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office.

1938).
The data in the 1960 Census for children ever born are based on a 25percent sample

of the population and derived from answers to the following question on the household
questionnaire: "If this is a woman who has ever been marriedhow many babies has she

ever had, not counting still births? Do not count her stepchildren or adopted children.

'Grabill, Kiser, and Whelpton, op. cit., appendix A, p. 402.
Otis Dudley Duncan and Albert J. Rein, Jr., Social Characteristics of Urban

Rural Communities (New York: John Wiley' and Sons, Inc., 1956), p. 168. See comment

on these fertility findings by Grabill in Grabill, Kiser, and Whelpton, op. cit., pp. 88-90
' Grabill, Kiser, and Whelpton, op. cit., especially chapters 2, 3, and 4; Clyde V. Kiser.

"Differential Fertility in the United States" in National Bureau of Economic Research.
Demographic and Economic Change in Developed Countries (Princeton: University el
Princeton Press, 1960), pp. 77-113; T. J. Wocfter, "Trends in Rural and Urban Fertility
Rates," Rural Sociology, vol. 13, No. I, March 1948, pp. 3-9; and Bureau of the Census.
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Grabill, Kiser, and Whelpton, op. cit., pp. 15 and 16.

Ibid., p. 378.
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FACTORS RELATED TO FERTILITY
DIFFERENCES

introduction
Data relating' to fertility levels in different components of the American

population were discussed in chapter IV. These data showed that fertility rates
in the rural population were higher than in the urban population, but that these
differences were diminishing over time. Substantial differences in levels of fer-tility were found among the regions for each of the residence components.

This chapter analyzes the factors that are related to the large observable dif-
ferences in fertility rates among counties in each of the residence groups of thepopulation in the conterminous United States in 1960. Based on literature deal-
ing with fertility differentials,' it is expected that fertility differences among
communities can be explained to a large extent by variations in three kinds of
characteristics: (1) socioeconomic, (2) demographic, and (3) ecological. Astandard regression analysis was performed in which the fertility rate of a com-
munity was used as the dependent variable and the independent variables werechosen to represent these three types of characteristics which were expected
to be closely related to fertility differences among communities. The county wasthe nit of observation in the analysis.

The regression analysis was done separately for the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban white populations at the national, regional, and divi-sional levels. Since nonwhites comprise a small proportion of the rural popu-lation outside of the South, the analysis for nonwhites was carried out onlyfor the divisions in that region. The divisional analyses will not be discussed
in this chapter because of space limitations.'

Hypotheses underlying the analyses
Three basic hypotheses were tested with respect to fertility levels: First,that differences in fertility levels were related to certain socioeconomic,

demographic, and ecological characteristics of the populations of communi-ties. Time socioeconomic variables included income levels, occupational distribu-tions, and educational levels. The demographic factors were limited to the agedistribution of women. The ecological factors were the location of a communitywith respect to other communities and the size of these communities. Second, thatthe effect of these factors upon fertility levels was different in the several geo-graphic regions of the Nation. Third, that the effects of these variables upon
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fertility levels would vary among residential sectors of the population. For ex-
ample, the educational level would affect fertility rates of the urban population
differently from the way it affected the rural population.

The first hypothesis was tested by the use of multiple regression analysis;'
the second, by the application of multiple comparison tests of the results among
the regions; and the third hypothesis, by the use of multiple comparison tests
among the residence groups.

Variables used in the analyses

The dependent variable used in the statistical model as a measure of
level in a community was the number of children ever born per 1,000 ever-
married women 15 to 44 years of age. Nine independent variables were used as
indicators of the socioeconomic, demographic, and ecological characteristics of
communities. These variables, and their hypothesized relationship to the vari-
able used to measure fertility, are presented below.

Socioeconomic characteristics. Six of the nine independent variables used
in the analysis represented this category of factors. Specifically, they were meas-
ures of educational level, occupation distribution, and income level. These
characteristics of populations have traditionally been related to fertility and
have been commonly used to explain the phenomenon of differential fertility.

Educational level. Previous studies of the relationship between fertility and
education have consistently shows an inverse relationship! This relationship
generally obtains regardless of whether the educational measure applies to the
husband, to the wife, or to both, and regardless of residence category. Kiser
found that a strong inverse relationship between fertility and the, educational
attainment of the wife was maintained for all residence groups in the period
1940 to 1950 when proportional increases in fertility were directly related to
educational attainment.' Goldberg found that educational level was more highly'
associated with fertility level than certain other socioeconomic measures for
second generation urbanites and farm migrants.'

Level of education may be said to have both a direct and indirect effect upon
fertility levels. The direct effect was found in the positive relationship observed
between level of education and the knowledge and use of family limitation
practices. Indirectly, education was related to factors associated with fertility
differences, such as the maintenance or improvement of status, age at marriage,
female employment, and income.

The pres ant analysis employs the median number of school years completed
by males and females 25 years old and over as a measure of the educational level
of the population. While the educational level of married persons in the ages
15 to 44 would have been a more appropriate measure, such data were not avail.
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able in the Census records. The use of educational level for both sexes was more

mstrictive than alternative measures of educational level, and assumed that

typically both marriage partners shared in decisions relating to family size. It was

hypothesized, therefore, that the level of education was inversely related to

fertility, and that this relationship would be found in each of the three residence

components.

Occupation. Few measures of social status have been utilized more frequently

than occupation in relation to level of fertility. While a large number of studies
conclude that occupational and fertility levels are inversely related, the
relationship is not always inverse, nor is the inverse relationship, when found,

always a strong one. Some inherent weaknesses are involved in the use of the

occupational group of the husband as a variable influencing fertility level. The
occupation may be described with insufficient accuracy by the wife; occupation

is subject to change, and previous occupations held may be at least as important

as the current one in influencing fertility; and finally, a wide range of income

and status positions may be found within a given occupational category.

Grabill, Kiser, and Whelpton indicated that in general farmers and farm

managers, farm laborers and farm foremen, laborers, and operatives are in the

high fertility group. Service workers and craftsmen are in the intermediate group,

while clerical workers, managers, officials, proprietors, and professionals are usu-

ally in the low fertility group. In a comparison of the residential sectors, they
indicate that the pattern of difrerentials in fertility by occupational group is
much the same in urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm populations.'

Two measures are used to represent occupational distribution of the popula-

tion in this analysis: The proportion of employed males in the labor force who

are farmers and farm managers, and the proportion who are farm laborers and
farm foremen. These are primarily measures of agricultural occupational dis-

tribution but are included in the rural-nonfarm and urban analyses as well as

in the rural-farm analysis. In chapter VII, which deals with occupational dis-
tribution, it will be shown that for rural males there is an inverse relationship

between the proportion engaged in farming and in other occupations. Thus, the

proportion engaged in farming is also a measure of the nonfarm occupational

structure. In terms of relative importance in each sector, these two major occu-
pational groups in agriculture constitute 68 percent of the employed rural-farm
work force, 8 percent of the rural-nonfarm work force, and only 1 percent of

the urban work force.

Agricultural occupations have traditionally been associated with high fertility
levels. In agriculture, unlike most other occupations, children can be gainfully
employed at an early age. Since the farm operation is often organized around
the labor of the family members, an additional farmhand who increases the total
product without increasing farm operating costs constitutes an economic asset
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on farms. Thus, it is assumed that the combination of values and economic
incentives for farm operators is such as to encourage high fertility rates. In the
formulation of this model, it is hypothesized that there is a positive relationship
between fertility rates and the proportion of males in a commun;ty employed as
ianners and farm managers.

High fertility rates generally characterize farm laborers. However, farm fore-
men, a part of the larger occupational category, are characterized by lower fer-
tility levels than farm laborers. While it is un'ortunate that the occupational
group, farm laborers and farm foremen, contains two components having mark-
edly different status, the severity of this problem is diminished by the fact that
farm foremen do not comprise a large proportion of those engaged in agriculture
in any area of the Unified States.

The explanation of high fertility among farm laborers would seem to be more
social than economic, although they might have a lower cost of rearing children
insofar as they reside in rural areas. Children, however, would not be likely to
have the same economic value as unpaid family members as they have for farm
operators. Generally, hired farm laborers are low in social status and prestige
and this, rather than the economic value of children, would account for a
positive relationship between fertility and the proportion of farm laborers and
farm foremen in a population. On this basis, it is expected that the proportion
of males employed in the work force as farm laborers and farm foremen is
positively related to fertility level.

Income level. Income h 3 frequently been used as a measure of social or
economic status and numerous studies have found an inverse relationship
between income and fertility. An exception to this general Inding is the positive
relationship of income and fertility in the upper income brackets. This relation-
ship, consequently, often resembles a J-shaped curve, as Bogue notes:

. . . a Jshaped relation of fertility with economic status has often been noted. That
is, fertility tends to be successively less in population groups of successively higher
economic status until a certain status is reached; then either levels off, or increases
as still higher economic status is reached!

In spite of this exception, the predominant relationship between income and
fertility level is generally considered to be negative. The rationale for this
hypothesisfor income as well as for other measures of socioeconomic status- -
is generally in terms of status maintenance or striving, accompanied by a high
degree of rationality, or in terms of the spread of normative patterns from upper
to lower social strata.

In recent years, economists have put forth the argument that children may be
regarded as consumption goods, and as such, a positive relationship between
income and fertility can be expected. For instance, Becker' found a positive
relationship, as did Freedman.'° Using data from 37 nations," Adelman found
that birth rates varied directly with national per capita income.
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In this analysis, the variable employed to measure income level was median
family income of the population component of a county. The question might be
railed as to whether income level should be measured in terms of family income

or income for the head of the family alone. Family income was used because of
limitations in the data. There may be a positive relationship between family

income and female income that blurs the relationship between income and
fertility. Freedman et al. discussed the question in the following manner:

Why is the relationship of fertility to income somewhat stronger when family income
rather than husband's income is used as the basis of classification? It is because the
caup!*s with low family incomes are more likely to be those in which the wife does
not w)rk and has relatively many births, while the couples with high family incomes
are more heavily weighted with those that include working wives who have relatively
few children."

Thus, since female income may increase family income, it may at the same
time be a factor conducive to an inverse relationship between family income
and fertility level.

Two additional variables were used in the analysis to further investigate these
relationships: The percentage of females 14 years old and over in the population
who were employed; and the median female personal income. It had been ob-
served that within each of the three residence categories, the fertility rate was
considerably lower for married women who were in the labor force than for those
who were not." If all women, regardless of marital status, were included, the
same pattern would obtain because many single, widowed, and divorced women
were in the labor force. In the case of unmarried women in the labor force, then,
it was assumed that they comprise those women who have postponed marriage
or who have chosen a career which is incompatible with marriage. Thus, labor
force participation may be viewed by women as an alternative to having children.
It was hypothesized that working women at a given point in time generally had
fewer children than nonworking women, or that the female employment rate was
inversely related to fertility level.

The second variable, female personal income, may be considered to reflect the
opportunity cost of having children in terms of income foregone by the wife.
Thus, as female earnings rise, the opportunity costs of childbearing will also rise.
On this basis, it was hypothesized that fertility levels were inversely related to
earnings of employed females.

Demographic variables. It was pointed out in chapter III that the age struc-
ture of each of the rural population components differed in important ways from
that of the urban population. Moreover, the age structure of a given residence
component varied among the geographic regions.

Fertility rates specific to different age groups of married women indicated
that the number of children ever born increases as the age of the group increases.
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In the rural-farm sector of the conterminous United States in 1960, for instance.
the number of children ever born per 1,000 ever-married women 15 to 24 years
of age was 1436; for the group 25 to 34, it was 2,745; and for the group 35
to 44, it was 3,125."

The number of children born was, in part, a function of time. As the average
age of women in a community increased up to about 45, the average number of
children born to those women also incree,ed. It was assumed, therefore, that
fertility, as measured by the number of children born to married women of that
population was highly related to the age distribution of women. As measures of
age distribution, the proportion of ever-married women in the 15 to 44 age
group who were 15 to 24 years old and the proportion of those who were 25
to 34 years old were used.

Thus, it was assumed that intercommunity fertility rates would be affected by
the proportion of married women in the different age groups. It was hypoth-
esized, for both rural and urban populations, that fertility rates were inversely
related to the percentage of ever-married females who were in the younger age
groups, i.e., 15 to 24 and 25 to 34. The age group 35 to 44, therefore, was omitted
from the statistical analysis.

Ecological factors (distance and size). It was assumed that the size of a c gym-

muuity as well as its position in relation to large centers were important variables
in accounting for differences in the community's social structure which would be
manifest in each of the residence components of counties. Fertility behavior and
variations in fertility were viewed as one manifestation of differing social organi-
zation at different distances. The rural-farm populations at differing size-distance
conditions, for example, might be expected to differ systematically with respect to
population characteristics, occupational homogeneity, agricultural specialization.
and the extent of interaction and interdependence with other communities.

One of the three measures of proximity to large urban centers discussed in
chapter I was selected for the analysis of fertility. Originally, the regression
analysis for all levels was run three times, using one of the proximity variables in
each equation. As in the case of the income equations presented in chapter VIII.
the statistical results for the fertility analysis revealed that the size-distance
variable resulted more frequently in higher multiple correlation coefficients. This
measure was used in the analysis which follows.

It should be noted that this variable is a measure combining size and distance
from large urban centers. The size-distance variable represented not only
proximity to urban centers, but also the size of the influencing urban center.
Thus, it was our hypothesis that fertility levels of rural and urban communities
would rise with increasing distance from metropolitan centers, and that rural and
urban communities near metropolitan centers of a relatively large size would
possess lower fertility levels than those near smaller metropolitan centers.
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Characteristics related to fertility differences in the
rural-farm white population BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Some of the results of the statistical analysis of fertility differences among
rural-farm populations are shown in table V-1." They will be discussed in terms

of the three groups of factors-socioeconomic, demographic, and ecological-
expected to be related to fertility differences within a residence component.

Table V-1.-RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS TO FERTILITY
RATES OF WHITE FEMALES IN THE RURAL-FARM POPULATION, BY REGIONS,

FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

(In beta coefficients]

Selected characteristic'
United
MatesMates

North-
east

North
Central

South Neat

OC101000NUMIC

TI4atim 1-.2676 -.0474 1-.3614 ' -.2191 -.0181

!iv...1y iwome 1.2292 1-.2014 '.08)8 4-.0734 2-.1941

Female esploynent 1-.0925 .1430 2.1(06 1-.2320 -.0987

:male income a..0709 a-.7743 1-.1552 .0225 1-.1247

tgrorri and faro MUWigers 4-.0511 -.05% 4..1653 4-.2436 2-.1532

per% laborers and foremen 1.1362 7.2573 2.2493 /.131) .0359

Mt-UNARM

.ales aged 15 to 24 years 1-.1903 2-.1874 7 -.2615 1-.0774 2-.2851

Irreales aged 25 to 34 Year, 2.0599 -.1128 1.0318 .0338 -.0197

VOL :CAL

Prosisity to SW and stir ' -.2540 4 1-.7492. ' -.7214 2-.1640 1-.213(

lialtiple correlation coefficient .4010 _ .5318 .5650 .5021 .4847

1The specific variables used for county populations see : Median number of school years
completed by males and females 25 years old and °ye. ; edian family income; percentage of
females 14 years old and over employed ; median pet 'onal income of females ; percentage of
farmers and farm managers, farm laborers and farm foreuien ; percentage of ever-martial women
15 to 44 who were aged 15 to 24 and 25 to 34 ; and proximity to standard metropolitan statistical
area; and lase.

'The regression coefilcient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.

Source : Computed from data in 1980 Census of Population.

Socioeconomic characteristics. In this group, the level of educatio clearly was
a factor significantly related to fertility levels of the rural-farm white population.
As expected, this relationship was negative at the national level and in each of
the regions, although it was not statistically significant in the Northeast and
West. Thus, the widespread hypothesis that higher levels of education are
associated with lower fertility appeared to hold for intercommunity as well as
interfamily comparisons.

The relationship between family income and fertility of the rural-farm white
population was less straightforward. At the national level, there was a strong
positive relationship between family income and fertility. This by itself would
confirm the economic hypothesis that children may be regarded as preferred
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consumer goods. But, at the regional level, there were significant negative rela-tionships between family income and fertility, except in the North CentralRegion. If the relationship actually were positive, it should hold for smallergeographical units as well as for the Nation. Since it does not, there may be otherreasont the relationships that were observed.

If family income is closely related to social status and if there are large regionaldifferences in family income levels, then it may not be a valid measure amongregions. In chapter IX, it will be pointed out that large regional differences infamily income levels do exist in the United States, especially for the rural-farmand rural-nonfarm populations. If family income is related to social status, itundoubtedly is related by way of relative, rather than absolute, income levels.Thus, a family income of $5,000 in an area where the median family income is$2,000 may represent high social status, while that same family income may
represent low social status in an area where the median income is $7,500.

Given the observed regional differences in family income, it appeared that thetrue relationship between family income and fertility in the rural-farm whit!:population was negative. The relationship found in the national analysis ap-peared to be spurious. It may have arisen because of the high fertility levels ofcertain religious groups found in larger numbers in the rural-farm populationof the Northeastern and Western Regions, regions which also had higher-than-average family income levels. The relationship between family income andfertility of the rural-farm white population was different in the North Central
Region from that in the other regions. In that area, the relationship was lowand positive.

The relationship between female employment and female income levels andfertility rates were somewhat mixed. At the national level, there was a significantnegative relationship between both female employment and female income, andfertility levels. Thus, as either the frequency of female employment or the rewardfrom it rose, the feitility level of rural-farm white females declined. In theNortheast and West, two areas where underemployment in rural areas was
generally low, there was no significant relationship between female employment
and fertility levels, but there was a significant negative relationship between therate of reward of employed females and fertility. In the South, where under-
employment in rural areas was prevalent, there was a strong negative relation-
ship between white female employment and fertility but no significant relation-ship between the rate of reward of white female workers and fertility levels inthe rural-farm communities. In the North Central Region, there was theexpected negative relationship between white female income and fertility rates.The relationship of white female employment to fertility was positive, but notvery strong.

Thus, it appeared that for the rural-farm white population there was asignificant relationship between female employment, rate of reward for this
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employment, and the fertility rate. In the higher income areas (outside of the

South), the level of female income general)) is more important than frequency
of employment. In the South, where rural-farm incomes were low and under-
employment widespread, the frequency of female employment was much more

important.

The final group of socioeconomic variables included in the analysis dealt
with the relationship of two types of farm employment to rural-farm fertility.
Surprisingly, there was a consistently negative correlation between the propor-
tion of farmers and farm managers in the rural-farm population and rural-farm
fertility. This suggests that in modern agriculture, as elsewhere in the economy,
the positive economic value of children as a source of labor is negligible. More-

over, farm operators, as defined by the census, probably s ould no longer be
regarded as being in one of the low-status occupations. This negative relationship
was found for the Nation and for each of the regions, with no appreciable
regional differences.

The expected positive relationship was found between the proportion of white
farm laborers and foremen in the rural-farm population and rural-farm fertility
rates. This relationship, apparent at the national level and for each of the
regions, presumably was due to the lower social status of farm laborers and did
not depend upon an economic rationale.

Demographic characteristics. Only two characteristics of the rural-farm white
population were included in the analysis, both concerned with the age distribu-
tion of married females. A significant negative correlation was observed between
fertility and the proportion of females in the 15 to 24 age group. It held at the
national level and for each of the regions, although it was not strong in the
South. This latter fact might be explained if the marriage age in the South were
significantly lower than in the other regions, inasmuch as that would tend to push
the childbearing span forward in terms of the mother's age.

The relationship between rural-farm white fertility rates and the proportion
of married women aged 25 to 34 varied from region to region and was not very
strong in any region. At the national level and in the North Central Region, it
was positive. In the other three regions, it was not a factor of significance in
explaining variance in fertility among communities.

Ecological characteristics. As expected, there was a strong negative relation-
ship between the fertility rate of the rural-farm white population and proximity
to a large SMSA. This relationship was observed at the national level and for
each of the regions, with little difference among the regions. Apparently, for
the rural-farm white population, proximity to large urban areas is directly and
strongly related to patterns of social organization and the assimilation of urban
values regarding family size. In some areas only the level of education outranked
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the proximity variable in explaining the observed variance in rural-farm white

birth rates.

The inclusion of the proximity variable in the analysis may help to clarify to

some extent the true relationship between occupation and fertility levels. Since
a subsequent chapter indicates a relationship between certain occupations and
proximity to large urban areas, analysis including only occupatioa may have
picked up the urban influence and erroneously attributed it to the pre%alence

of farm operators in the occupational structure.

Regional differences in the rural-farm white population. The different
regions exhibited some differences in the relationship among the three groups
of characteristics and fertility of the rural-farm white population. For instance,

education had a markedly different relationship to fertility in the rural-farm
population of the North Central Region and the South than elsewhere. The re-

lationship of family income to fertility also varied from region to region. In
general, these relationships differed most in the North Central Region and the
South, with the Northeast and West showing similar ones.

Additional observations. On the basis of these findings it was concluded that

a significant portion of the variance in fertility levels among the rural-farm
white populations in the United States was related to the differences in soci-*.

economic, demographic,. and ecological characteristics of the population of the

area. Moreover, the relationships were generally as postulated, a major excep-
tion being the consistently negative one between the proportion of farmers and

farm managers in an area and the fertility level.

Each of the regional analyses had a greater explanatory power than did the
national (as measured by the R2). This was not surprising inasmuch as several

of the variables in the analysis, such as family income, were proxy variables for

certain elements of social structure which were not readily measurable. It is to be

expected that such a proxy val fable would be likely to prove most satisfactory over

areas which have some homogeneity. Indeed, if the area of analysis was so large

as to include widely heterogeneous social structures, the results might be either
disappointing, or misleading, or both.

Characteristics related to fertility differences in the
rural-nonfarm white population

The general relationships between the variables in our analysis and the fertility

of the rural-nonfarm white population are shown in table V-2. The proportion
of the variance in rural-nonfarm white fertility explained by the three sets of

characteristics was usually greater than for the corresponding rural-farm white

population. As was the case for the rural-farm white population, the regional

analyses were "better" than the national analysis, although this was not the case

for the North Central Region.
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BEST COPY AVAllArE
Table V-2.-RELATIONSH1P OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS TO FERTILITY

RATES OF WHITE FEMALES IN THE RURAL-NONFARM POPULATION, BY REGIONS,

FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

(In beta coefficients)

Selected aharacterimticl
United
States

North-

east

North
Central

South West

SOC101CCMUM1C .

Ingestion
8-2037
8.2235

.00.7
2..1861

8-.2622 8-.3057
2..0)96

8-.3477
2..1777

paa11), incur
2-.2393 2-.1719

-.02)2
8.0690 8-.3446 2-.1719

P8701. emloyment
people income

-.0261 -.0477 8-.1157
2-.1527

.0276

2-.1105

-.0331
8.20611

Parlors and fans managers -.0149 . -.0676
8.3040 2.2724

Zara taborer. ana foremen
. 8.2203 .0051 .0200

DE4whaPH::

soles sod 1 to 14 years 2-.1716 -.0365 8-.2047
2.0653

8-.1613
2.0446

1-.1322

temples aged :5 to 34 years z .o4es - .052) .0115

ECo1CCICAL

Prosinity to 904 and sise 2-.1139 2-.4290 2-.2825 2-.1982 8-.1349

Multiple correlation eaafficlant .5211 .6747 .4324 .6449 .6667

The specific variables used for county population are : Median number of school years com-
pleted by males and females 25 years old and over ; median family income ; percentage of
tamales 14 years old and over employed ; median personal Income of females ; percentage of
farmers and farm managers, farm labogers and farm foremen ; percentage of ever-married women
15 to 44 who were aged 15 to 24 and 25 to 34 ; and proximity to standard metropolitan statistical
area ; and else.

I The regression coescient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.

Source : Computed from data In seso Census of Population.

Socioeconomic characteristics. The level of education clearly was a factor
significantly related to fertility levels of the rural-nonfarm white population. As
expected, this relationship was negative at the national level and in three of the
four regions. The relationship proved to be positive but nonsignificant in the
Northeast. Thus, increased levels of education in the rural-nonfarm white popu-
lation are associated with lower fertility.

The family income correlation revealed the same inconsistency between the
national and regional analyses that was found in the rural-farm population. For
the Nation, there was a positive relationship between family income and fertility
levels in the rural-nonfarm white population, but it was negative in each of the
regions, although not significant in the North Central Region. For much the
same reason as previously presented, it appeared that the negative relationship
probably was the meaningful one. However, taking the rural-farm and rural-
nonfarm together, it seemed that in the North Central Region there was no
significant relationship between family income and fertility rates in the rural
white population. One can only speculate as to why the exception would be true
only in this region.

The variables relating to female employment and income from it were related
to fertility levels in the rural-nonfarm white population. Both exhibited the
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expected negative relationship to fertility at the national and regional levels,
except in a few cases in which they were insignificant. For this population sector
it was female employment that was of greatest relative importance, whereas for
the rural-farm white population income was of greatest importance, except in
the South.

At the national level, the proportion of white farmers in the rural-nonfarm
work force was not significantly related to fertility. This was not surprising since
they made up only 3.5 percent of the employed rural-nonfarm males. However,
in the North Central Region and the South where the proportions of farmers and
farm managers in the rural-nonfarm labor force were highest, there was a sig-
nificant negative correlation between the proportion of farmers and farm man-
agers and fertility. However, in the West, there was a strong positive relationship.
This stems from the fact that farmers and farm managers in the rural-nonfarm
white population were found primarily in the Mountain Division which also
had the highest fertility of the divisions for each of the three residence categories.
Thus, these two characteristics happened to occur together, but it would be a
mistake to assume a cause-and-effect relationship in this situation.

The proportion of farm laborers and farm foremen in the rural-nonfarm
white population exhibited an unexpectedly strong positive relationship to
fertility. This was true nationally where this occupational category constituted
only 5 percent of the rural-nonfarm employment and in the Northeast where the
percentage was even smaller. In the South, where farm laborers were much
more numerous in the rural-nonfarm population, there may be validity to the
observed relationship, but its relative importance in the national analysis must
be viewed with skepticism. The lack of significant relationships in the North
Central Division and the West appeared reasonable.

Demographic characteristics. The presence of females aged 15 to 24 in the
white population was negatively related to rural-nonfarm fertility at the national
level and in three of the four regions. In the Northeast, there was no significant
relationship between age structure and fertilitya somewhat surprising finding.
The relative presence of females aged 25 to 34 had a modest but significant posi-
tive relationship for the Nation and for two of the four regions.

Ecological characteristics. The rural-nonfarm white population exhibited the
same strong negative association between fertility and proximity to SMSA's that
was found for the rural-farm white population. This relationship held for the
Nation as a whole and within each of the four regions. This portion of the rural
population, like the rural-farm sector, appeared to respond in fertility behavior
to the proximity to metropolitan areas.

Regional differences in the rural-nonfarm white population. The rural-non-
farm white population showed a greater homogeneity than the rural-farm white
population among the regions insofar as the relationships examined were con-
cerned. There were no differences among regions that could be identified 0
statistically significant.
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Characteristics related to fertility differences among
white urban communities

It was assumed that the same groups of socioeconomic, demographic, and
ecological characteristics operative in rural communities would be associated
with differences in fertility among urban communities. Therefore, similar regres-
sion equations were used, with the variables representing the factors for the
urban populations instead of the rural populations. In general, the assumption
that the same characteristics would be related to fertility differences appeared
valid, inasmuch as the explanatory power of the urban equations was consistently
as high or higher than for the rural populations. The findings are summarized
in table V-3.

Table V-3.--RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS TO FERTILITY
RATES OF Want FEMALES IN THE URBAN POPULATION, BY REGIONS, FOP
THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

(In beta coefficients)

Selected characteristic%
United
States

-....

North-
east

North
Central

South West

SOCICICOteeq:

pducatiot 2-.0912 .0345 -.0053 2-.2456 2-.4249

tmally ltwase 1.092e 2 -.5007 .0250 .0199 .0172

es', employment -.0425 .0876 2.0969 2-.1505 .GUJA

female income 2-.1600 2-.3599 2-.2429 2-.0574 2..2225
farmers and farm monsters -.0099 2-.1256 -.0)45 -.01e3 2.3365
!ern latorers and forveen 2.2995 2.1439 -.0297 2.3147 -.0724

LEM[31PAPW'

trollies aged 15 to 2. years 2-.3424 2 -1963 2-.4553 2-.21413 2-.2406
tesales seed 25 to 34 years 2.1014 .13459 .036 2.1532 8.1169

ECMaii.4.:

Prortaity to SMSA and size 2-.2567 2-.3496 2-.3369 2-.2260 2.7)79

Multiply correlation coefficient .5610 .6136 .W68 .7219 .7974

2 The specific variables used for county population are: Median number of school years
completed by males and females 25 years old and over ; median family Income ; percentage of
females 14 years old and over employed ; median personal income of females ; percentage of
farmers and farm managers, farm laborers and farm foremen ; percentage of ever-married women
15 to 44 who were aged 15 to 24 and 25 to 34 ; and proximity to standard metropolitan statistical
area : and size.

The regression coeMcient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.

Source : Computed from data in 1980 Censui of Population.

Socioeconomic characteristics. The relationship between urban fertility levels
of the white population and education was negative for the Nation and fortwo of
the four regions, the South and West. In the Northeast and North Central
Regions, it was not significant. At the national level, the association was not
strong between fertility and education for the urban white population, but in
the South and West it was important. There was no obvious reason why this
relationship should have been more important in the regions whe, e the average
level of education among whites was highest.
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For the urban as well as the rural population, there was a modest positive
correlation at the national level between fAmily income and fertility. There was
only one region, however, in which this was significant for urban whites, namely
the Northeast, in which a strong hegative relationship between these two factors
prevailed.

The relationship between female employment and fertility in the urban popu-
lation was generally insignificant, except in the South where as expected it was
a negative one. On the other hand, there was a significant negative relation
between female income and the urban fertility levels for thr Nation and each
region. Thus, for urban areas outside of the South, it appeared that the level
of income of employed females was more closely related to differences in fertility
rates than was the proportion of females employed.

Given the minute proportion of farmers in the urban population, no signifi-
cant relationship would be expected between the proportion of farmers and
farm managers and urban fertility rates. This proved to be the case for the
Nation as a whole and for the North Central and South Regions. In the North-
east, however, a significant negative relationship was found, and in the Wiest,
a strong positive one. The very small numbers of farmers and farm managers
in the urban population indicated that these relationships were interrelated with
something else, perhaps distance from large urban centers.

Much the same conclusion arose for the correlation between urban fertility
and the proportion of farm laborers and farm foremen in the work force which
was significant positively for the Nation and in the Northeast and the South.
While this relationship was expected, it seemed largely coincidental in the urban
white population.

Demographic characteristics. The proportion of urban white females 5 to 24
years old was significantly related to urban fertility at both the national and
regional levels. As expected there was an important negative relationship in each
case. However, contrary to expectation there was a positive relationship between
the proportion of females 25 to 34 years of age and urban fertility for the Nation
and for two of the four regions. This would indicate that, in certain urban. areas,
the increased prevalence of women in the middle years of the childbearing span
increased the fertility level of the community.

Ecological characteristics. At the national level and in three of the four regions,
there was a significant negative relationship between the proximity of the urban
population to an SMSA and fertility level. However, in the West the relationship
was positive and significint, the only instance where this situation appeared.
Several explanations might be suggested for this unexpected positive relationship
for the white urban population in the West. There may have been some spurious
relationship between the proportion of the urban population employed as
farmers and farm managers and the proximity variable which caused both to
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take an unexpected direction of association. Or, there may have been a correlation
between city size and concentration of certain religious groups in the West that
produced high birth rates near the largest urban areas. In any case relationship
was unique and probably fortuitous.

Regional differences among urban populations. In general there were rela-
tively few differences among the regions in terms of the relationship of the three
groups of factors to fertility of the urban white population. The greatest differ-
ences were associated with the education variable, which was much more related
to urban fertility in the South and West than elsewhere. Of the four regions, it
seemed that the various characteristics most often had different impacts in the
IS'est than elsewhere, but was not at all clear that the statistical relationships in
that region could be validly interpreted as representing true differences in terms
of sociological or economic differences.

characteristics related to fertility differences in the
nonwhite population in the South

Since nonwhites make up a very small portion of the rural-farm population of
regions outside of the South, the regression equations for nonwhites were run
only for that region. A summary of the results for the three nonwhite residence
components of this population is shown in table V-4.

Table V-4.-RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTMS TO FERTILITY
RATES OF NONWHITE FEMALES IN THE SOUTH, BY RESIDENCE: 1960

(In beta coefficients)

Selected charecterietici
Rural
farm

Rural
nonfarm Urban

SOCIOECONCM1C

Educstict 2-.201t 2-.4081 2-.7832
Faaily income 2.. . 2973 2-.2501 1-.2167
Female employment -.0729 2-.0578 2.1107
Female income -.0440 2-.07E7 7 -.1110
Farmers and farm onagers -.0513 2.0628 40980
Firm laborers and foremen -.0168 .0505 .0218

DEMOGRAFIII:

Females aged 15 to 24 year- 2-.2925 ' -.1810 /-.1762

Females aged 25 tv 34 years -.1365 2 -.0683 .01039

ECOLu;I:Al

Proxiaity to AMSA and size -.0753 -.0250 -.0387

Multiple correlation coefficient .4958 .5995 .5656

'The specific variables used for county population are : Median number of school years
completed by males and females 25 years old and over ; median family income; percentage of
females 14 years old and over employed ; median personal income of females ; percentage of
farmers and farm managers. farm laborers and farm foremen : percentage of evermarried women
15 to 44 who were aged 15 to 24 and 25 to 34 : and proximity to standard metropolitan statistical
area : and size.

I The regression coefficient was sIgnitl,,antly different from zero at the .05 level.

Source : Computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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Socioeconomic characteristics. For each of the three residence groups in the
Southurban, rural-farm, and ruralnonfarmthere was a significant negative
relationship between the educational level of adult nonwhites and the fertility
level of the nonwhite community. As the level of education rose, the fertility in
he community declined in each of the three groups. Also, as expected, a strong
negative relationship between family income and fertility rates of nonwhites was
found in all residence components.

The other socioeconomic characteristics were generally only weakly related to
fertility levels. None of the strong relationships that were evident for whites in
.hat regionbetween female employment, employment as farmers and farm
managers, or employment as farm laborers and farm foremen, and fertility
levelwere evident for the nonwhite population. Thus, none of the exterior
variables that measured occupational status appeared to be relevant for non-
whites; instead, the only relationships that were important seemed to be the
educational and income characteristics.

Demographic characteristics. The two variables that related the age distribu-
:ion of nonwhite females in the South to fertility rates were both negatively
related to the fertility rate. Of the two, the proportion of females 15 to 24 years
of age was by far the more important in its depressing effect upon fertility rates.
These, of course, are characteristics of the population rather than of the
communities in which they live.

Ecological characteristics. Among nonwhites in the South, there was no signifi-
cant relationship between proximity to large urban areas and fertility. This was
not entirely unexpected, assuming the dominance of whites in the South in all
sectors of the economy. The social organization of the South, dominated as it has
been by whites, permits little flexibility in roles to be played by nonwhites. Hence,
while distance from large urban centers seemed to bring about differing forms of
social structure and specialization which affected the fertility of whites, th;s did
not occur among nonwhites. The failure to obtain the same relationship between
proximity to SMSA's and fertility for nonwhites as for whites suggests dual
organizational structures with separate communication networks. Thus, it would
appear that norms, values, and styles of life which have implications for fertility
behavior are distinct for whites and for nonwhites. Insofar as the urban white
population is a pacesetter in these matters, channels of communication appear to
be open for whites, but to be closed for nonwhites.

In general, the fertility rates of nonwhites in the South are primarily related
to characteristics of the populationeducational level, family income, and age--
and not to variables such as employment and proximity to urban areas. It does not
follow, however, that social structure and values have no impact upon nonwhite
fertility rates. Rather it must be concluded that nonwhite fertility in the South Is
not related to the same factors as is white fertility, and thus many of the factors
represented in our equations turned out to be relatively insignificant. Despite this.
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it should be noted that in general the 112 for tht. equations for the nonwhites
were as high as, or higher than, for the same residence group of whites, so that
the results should not be ignored merely because only a few population charac-
teristics were found to be associated with variance in nonwhite fertility levels.

Summary of regional comparisons
The effects of the proportion of ever-married females aged 25 to 34 and

proximity to metropolitan centers were similar among all the regions in the three
residence components. The effects of the various social and economic variables
differed more among regions for the rural-farm and urban components than for
the rural- nonfarm segment. However, the results of the regional comparison tests
for all residence sectors did not conclusively support the initial hypothesis of dif-
ferential effects. The ecological variable and age distribution measures of ever-
married females, generally very important in the regression analyses in accounting

Table V -5.-- SUMMARY OF 1HE RESULTS OF MULTIPLE COMPARISON TESTS
AMONG REGIONS, BY RESIDENCE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

hesidence and region
Independent varietal,

X4 Xs Xt. X7 Xe X, x10 x11 X
13

RURAL FARM

horthvest vs. north Central 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0hortheset vs. Soutt 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0nwthesrt vs. West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0hurth Central IfF. South 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0'earth Sentrs1 vs. West 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0nuts vv. West 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

PUPA:. NOWAY,

errtheast vs. aorta Central 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ....hartbeest vs. '74 utt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0..ortheest vs. west 0 0 (I 0 0 0 0 0 0)..rth Central vs. quatn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0u)rth Central vs. West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:-.4.1tb vs. West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

',TAN

hartbeest vs. North Central 0 () 0 0 0 1 0 0 0Aurineset vs. South 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0bertheert vs. West 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
North Central vs. South 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
North Central vs. West 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 VSouth vs. West 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 C

The independent variables Lie: X, percent of males in labor force who are farmers and farm
managers ; Xs percent males in labor force who are farm laborers and farm foremen ; X. percent
female. 14 years old and over employed ; X, median female personal income; Xs median years
of school completed by males and females 25 years old and over ; X, median family income ;
X,, percent eversnarried females 15 to 44 years old who are 15 to 24 years old; X1, percent
evermarried female* 15 to 44 years old who are 25 to 34 years old; Xja proalmity to standard
metropolitan statistical area : and size. "1" denotes that there is a significant difference between
the regression coefficient* of the independent variable for the two sectors compared; "0" denotes
that there is no significant difference between the regression coefficients of the two sectors
compared.

Source: Computed from data in 1900 Census of Population.
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for differences in fertility levels, revealed relatively homogeneous effects among
the geographical regions of the conterminous United States, as indicated by table
V-5. However, family income level and educational levels were also relatively
important in the individual regression analyses, but these two measures seemed
to exert differential effects on fertility levels in the geographical regions, at least
for the rural-farm and urban sectors. Thiv, whereas the multiple comparison tests
were not impressive with respect to differences among regions, the fact that edu-
cational and family income levels showed differential effects on fertility levels
among the regions provided some support to the initial hypothesis of
differential effects.

Residential differences in factors affecting fertility
This section deals with the testing of the third general hypothesis presented at

the beginning of this chapter. The hypothesis states that fertility levels vary
among residential sectors of the population because different factors have differ-
ing influence upon fertility levels within the residential sectors. Whereas the
previous section considered whether these factors had significantly different effects
on fertility levels among geographic regions, the focus here is upon a comparison
of d. it effects on fertility among the three residence groups. An example of the
kind of question posed here would be whether the effect of the educational level
upon fertility level is the same for the rural-farm population as for the rural-
nonfarm and the urban populations.

In a sense, this section attempts to test the validity of the census classifications
of residence, but with respect to only one dimension, fertility and factors related
to it. It might be stated that if the census classification of residence groups is
a meaningful one, then we would expect to discover significant differences in the
way the various independent variables in the analysis affect fertility levels within
these residence categories. If no differences are observed, it suggests the need for
the refinement or replacement of the traditional categories with a more useful
classification. Multiple comparison tests are employed to test this general hypo-
thesis. A description of these statistical tests can be found in the appendix. Table
V-6 summarizes the results of the multiple comparison tests for the conterminous
United States and the four geographic regions. Results for the nonwhites are
also presented for the South. The table presents the results of the test for rural-
farm versus rural-nonfarm, rural-farm versus urban, and rural-nonfarm versus
urban.

The Conterminous United States
The results as shown in table V-6, generally supported the hypothesis of dif-

ferent effects among the residence groups at the national level. In very few
cases were the effects of the independent variables on fertility the same anio,)
the three residence categories. Only the proportion of farmers and farm mail
agers in the labor force had a similar effect on fertility levels in all three groups
However, this variable was the least important of all nine variables in determin-
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Table V- 6 SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF MULTIPLE COMPARISON TESTS
AMONG r LSIDENTIAL SECTORS, BY REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
S-1TES: 1960

1rWopeLJent variable'
hellidelft 414 region

X Xr 17 X, ! Ylo X11 X13

COMENC40'IS '.!N:tE: VTATES

,rs1 fors vs. rural flowers u 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
:rill fans VI. UdiAL 1 1 0

1 1 1 1 1..41e1 midmost vs. urtioi 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Nnt-. ?A::

.rel farm vs. rural n..stara 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
-.rill fors -r. tabs,

ars1 Ionians vs. urbas
1

o U
0

1

U

1

u
0

0
1

0

1

1

1

1

1

NOtth OfSrThE

,anal rats vs. rural outrank u 1 U 1 1 1 1 0 1
,ural raft vs. ties). 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Aural nonfarm vs. urban 0 0 0 1 1 U 1 0 0

&YIN

White

tuna rats vs. null meats 0 1 1 0 1 o I 0 u
Foul rays vs. urban 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 U
rural nanfars vs. urban 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 o

Nonwhite

hurl fats yr. rural raexam 1 0 0 : C 1 1 0 0
Rural rays vs. urban 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0
Kral roman Ira. urban i 0 1 v 1 1 0 1 0

WEST

Rural ran vs. rural nonfara 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Mural farm vs. urban 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
!um! nanfara vs. urban 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0

I The independent variables are: X. pereeot of males In labo.. force wbo are farmers and farm
managers ; Xs percent males in labor force who are farm laborers and farm foremen; X, percent
females 14 years old and over employed: X, median female personal Income; as median years
of school completed by males and females 25 years old and over ; X. median family income;
X,, percent evermarried females .1. to 44 years old wbo are 15 to 24 years olu ; Xu percent
evermarried females 15 to 44 yeao, old wbo are 25 to 34 years old : X,, proximity to standard
metropolitan statistical area ; and size. "1" denotes that there Is a significant difference between
the regression coefficients of the Independent variable for the two sectors compared; "0" denotes
that there Is ao significant difference between the regression coefficients of the two sectors
compared.

Room : Computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

ing fertility levels. On the other hand, five of the independent " ariables revealed
significant differences in their effects among the residence groups: proportion
of farm laborers and farm foremen, female employment rate, level of educa-
tion, family income level, and proportion of ever-married females aged 15 to
24. While their effects were different in the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and
urban populations, these five variables were of major consequence to fertility
rates.

The effect of proximity of the community to metropolitan centers was the
same for both rural sectors and was the only major determinant of fertility
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which did not show a differential effect among the three residence groups. The

proximity variable ranked second for the rural-farm and first for the rural-non-

farm population in terms of relative importance in explaining fertility differences.

Further, the ecological position of a community exerted a greater effect on fer-

tility levels in both rural population sectors than in the urban. On the other

hand, the proportion of married women in the age group 15 to 24 had a sig-

nificantly greater effect in determining fertility levels in the urban than

in the two rural groups. Levels of both education and family income were major

determinants of fertility levels in the rural areas and the test results indicated

that their effects were significantly different in all three residence groups.

The difference among the residence classifications at the national level must

be emphasized. The fact that the hypothesis of differential effects at this level

was supported argues for the introduction of a census residence classification

that differentiates more clearly between the rural and urban populations.

The Northeast Region

In contrast to the national results of the multiple comparison tests, results

shown in table V-6 suggest that the residence classification was less important

in the Northeast Region than it was at the national level. Only one variable

indicated a difference in effect of fertility levels among all the residence groups,

that being proximity to metropolitan centers. In terms of its relative importance

in accounting for fertility differences this variable ranked first for the rural

residence categories and third for the urban. Educational level was the only fac-

tor which revealed a similar effect on fertility for all residence categories, but

in all cases, this variable was not a significant factor.

A pattern which stands out in the Northeast is the apparent dissimilarity of

the effects that a large number of the independent variables have on fertility

levels in the comparison of the rural-nonfarm and rural-farm sectors and the

urban and rural-nonfarm sectors. Surprisingly, the rural sectors in this region

were relatively dissimilar. The effects of family income level, female income

level, proportion of married females aged 15 to 24, female employment, and

. proportion of farm laborers and farm foremen in the labor force were signifi-

cantly different between the rural -farm and rural-nonfam sectors. Urban and

rural- nonfarm differed significantly on almost the sa ne variables except the

last. Such a pattern, however, may not be so unexpected when the degree of

urbanization of the Northeast is considered. The rural-nonfarm population in

the Northeast probably reflects a heavily suburban character, and, as such, may

be different from the rural-nonfarm population in other regions. Long-time,

emerging suburban patterns reflec. another dimension in population differenti-

r.tion, so that the traditional rural-urban dichotomy is not the only meaningful

distinction. In more urbanized regions, the urhan-suburban dichotomy must

also be considered.
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The North Central Region
As in the Northeast, the North Central Region revealed fewer differences of

effect on fertility among the independent variables than did the Nation. This

suggests that as areas become relatively more homogeneous, the residence classi-

fication reveals less significant differences within the population. Only educa-

tional level revealed a differential effect on fertility throughout the residence
components. In terms of relative importance with respect to explaining fertility

differences, it ranked first and second, respectively, in the rural-farm and rural-

nonfarm sectors, but for the urban population it did not significantly affect

fertility levels.

There were three variables in the analysis which produced similar effects in

fertility levels among the residence components: proportion of farmers and

farm managers in the labor force, female employment, and proportion of married

women aged 25 to 34. Generally, however, these variables were not major deter-

minants in any of the equations. It is interesting that while the same independent

variables were major determinants of fertility levels in both rural sectors, their

effects on fertility were not similar. On the other hand, variables which revealed

similar effects were generally those which were not significant, or which exerted

little influence on fertility levels among the residence groups.

In summary, the greatest contrast between residence categories in the North

Central Region occurred between the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm popula-
tions. Six of the nine independent variables indicated a difference in effect on

fertility between these two residential componen: proximity to metropolitan
centers, proportion of married females aged 15 to 24, family income level, level

of education, female income level, and proportion of farm laborers and farm
foremen. Each of these variables showed a greater influence on fertility levels

in the rural-farm sector than in the rural-nonfarm segment. The rural-farm

versus rural-nonfarm contrast followed, to some extent, the same pattern as in the

Northeast. However, the rural-nonfarm and urban populations revealed few
differerences, whereas in the Northeast the differences are numerous.

The South
White fertility. Factors related to white fertility in the Southin comparison

to the other regionsportrayed a relatively large number of differences among
the residence groups. This suggests that perhaps the rural-urban classification

at the regional level is more applicable to the differences in the South than in

any of the other geographic regions. Three factorslevel of education, female
employment rate, and proportion of farm laborers and farm foremenaffected
fertility levels in significantly different ways among the residence groups. Each

was a relatively major determinant of fertility rates in each of the sectors. One
variable, proximity to metropolitan centers, had a similar effect on fertility in
all of the residential sectors. This was in direct contrast to both the Northeast
and North Central Regions. The implication is that in the more urbanized
regions, metropolitan influence affects fertility levels in varying ways whereas
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on rural-farm, rural-

nonfarm, and urban fertility.

Unlike the Northeast and North Central Regions, the South presented a

pattern of greater homogeneity in the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm sectors

(table V-6). Five of the nine independent variables showed like effects on fer-

tility levels in the two sectors. Furthermore, by contrasting each of the rural

sectors with the urban population, it can be seen that the more significant resi-

dence group comparison was between the rural and urban. Seven of the nine
independent variables for the comparison of both rural-farm with urban and
rural-nonfarm with the urban affected white fertility in significantly different

ways. This evidence adds further support to the notion that the residential

classification of the census is more useful when applied to the less urbanized

geographic regions.

Nonwhite fertility. The data for nonwhites in the South, also presented in

table V-6, indicate that except for the West, this region had the fewest dif-

ferences among residence groups. In other words, for nonwhites in the South,

the census categories of residence were, in a relative sense, least appropriate in

that rural-farm nonwhites differed little from rural-nonfarm or urban non-
whites with respect to the influence of factors affecting fertility. An inviting

interpretation is that a nonwhite subculture exists which overri,:es differences

that might otherwise be generated by residence differences. There were

actually only three variables in this region which revealed similar effects on

fertility levels among all residence sectors. These factors were proportion of

farm laborers and farm foremen, female income level, and proximity to metro-

politan centers. Two variables showed different effects for all three residence

groups: family income level and proportion of farmers and farm managers.

The contrast between rural-farm and rural-nonfarm factors related to f-atilit

was very slight among nonwhites in the South. In this sense, the nonwhite'

analysis followed, to a certain extent, the pattern of whites in the South. Insofar

as there were differences among residence categories, five of the nine inde

pendent variables in the rural-farm versus urban and rural-nonfarm vet
urban comparisons indicated significant differences in their effects on feral!
The pattern of greatest contrast, therefore, appeared to be that of rural vets

urban. Again, as stated above, the idea is substantiated that where there I

relatively less urbanization, the dichotomy of rural versus urban is mo

meaningful.

The West

The analysis of the West, comparable to that of the South, was characterize

by few differences in the effects of the independent variables on fertility lest

of the residence classes. At the regional level, these results provided little suPP°

for the hypothesis of differential effects between the two rural sectors (tab
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_6) . The variables which had effects on fertility that differed :)etween the
rural-farm and rural-nonfarm sectors were proportion of ever-married females
aged 15 to 24, level of education, and proportion of farmers and farm man-
agers in the labor force. The proportion of ever-married females in the age
group 15 to 24 was first in rank of relative importance in explaining fertility
levels for the rural-farm population, whereas levels of education was most impor-
tant in accounting for fertility differences within the rural-nonfarm population.
The proportion of farmers and farm managers, however, showed a negative
relationship in this residence group but positive in the rural-nonfarm sector.

Similar to the pattern of the South, the proportion of farmers and farm man-
agers in the labor force in the West was the only variable showing differential
effects on fertility levels for all residence components, but proximity to metro-
politan centers exerted like effect on fertility for all residence groups, as in the
South for both whites and nonwhites.

The comparison of greatest contrast for the West appeared to be the combined
rural sectors versus urban, although the pattern of variation was as slight as
that for nonwhites in the South. In the comparison of both rural-farm versus
urban and rural-nonfarm versus urban, five of the nine independent variables
revealed significant differences in their effects on fertility levels.

Summary of residential comparisons
A number of conclusions can be tAnde on the basis of the multiple compari-

Am tests between residence components.

First, at the national level, the hypothesis of differential effects of the inde-
pendent variables was clearly substantiated. Generally, the hypothesis was also
supported for the regional level, although to a lesser extent in the South and
West Regions. Compared to the multiple comparison tests among regions the
residential comparisons were more Lvorable to the differential effects hypothesis.
Consequently, the argument can be made that the residence classification was a
useful and meaningful one at the national and regional levels with respect to
the dimension of fertility. Moving from the national level to the regions, and
consequently to more homogeneous populations, the differences generated by
the residence categories were somewhat fewer. It would seem, therefore, that
there were regional differences in the composition of the residence categories,
e.g., the social and economic structure of the rural-nonfarm population in the
South was not the same as that of the comparable group in the Northeast.

Second, from the discussion of the comparison tests at the regional level, the
eeneralization can be made that in the more urbanized areas, such as the North-
east and North Central Regions, the greatest contrast with repect to factors
affecting fertility levels was between the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm popula-
tions. In the less urbanized regions, the South and West, the greatest contrast was
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between the combined rural sectors and the urban sector. The proportion of the

population classified as urban in the Northeast was 80 percent; in the North

Central, 69 percent; in the South, 59 percent; and in the West, 78 percent. How.

ever, if the degree of urbanization were measured on the basis of the number of

counties chaaacterized by a high proportion of urban population, the South and

West would cleir 'y be the least urban of the four geographic regions. In light of

this comparison, it seems that the traditional dichotomy of rural and urban is

much more appropriate for the less urbanized regions. In the more urbanized

regions, it appears that this general classification is not meaningful, but that other

dimensions of contrast should be applied, such as suburban versus urban.

Third, while the multiple comparison tests at the regional level revealed a

relatively large number of cases where the effects of the independent variables

were similar; these cases generally appeared among the variables which were not

the major determinants of fertility levels. In other words, in the cases where the

hypothesis of differential effects did not hold up, the variables were usually not

significant in their effect on fertility levels, or if they were significant, other varia-

bles were generally of more importance in explaining fertility differences. As

a result, more consideration should be granted the variables of higher relative

importance in interpreting the results of the multiple comparison tests. If the

interpretation followed this procedure, the result would be that even at the

regional level the residence groups would tend to show a relatively large number

of cases of factors signitically different with respect to their effect on fertility for

all residence groups. This statement, then, supports the retention of some resi-

dence classification as a meaningful dimension for measuring differences in a

population.

Finally, table V-6 indicates a pattern which is easily recognizable. In the

more urbanized regions, the Northeast and North Central, the proximity to

metropolitan centers had a different relationship to fertility for the three compo-

nents of the population, whereas in the less urbanized regions, the South and

West, this variable revealed similar effects on fertility for all three sectors. What

the data seem to point out is the necessity of differentiating between metropolitan

and urban influences as expressed initially by Bogue in The Structure of the

Metropolitan Community." The concept of the metropolitan community
emphasizes the effect of metropolitan influence in producing a nonrandom distri-

bution of population characteristics. In this case, if metropolitan dominance does

exist, the characteristics of the population which influence fertility in the metro

politan region, e.g., income level, educational level, female employment level, age

distribution, etc., would tend to portray patterns of distinct differentiation.

rather than of random distribution of these characteristics or extreme homo-

geneity of the population. Because factors which influence fertility levels are not

randomly distributed in the metropolitan region by residence category, these

levels would tend to be clearly differentiated by residence sector within metro'

politan regions. With this in mind, the results of the analysis are not as surprising.
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Because of the nonrandom distribution of characteristics, the effects of the
independent variables should be different where metropolitan influence is the
predominant pattern. In the South the influence of metropolitan centers is not
as clearly defined or a* effective as in the Northeast or the North Central Regions.
in a sense, therefore, this situation supports the underlying hypothesis of this
monograph, that of tnetropoli,an dominance.

Summary and conclusions

This chapter has attempted to provide an understanding of the relationship
between certain population characteristics and fertility levels in the conterminous
United States. The material presented goes beyond the descriptive data of
chapter IV which documented the collective differences in fertility rates among
the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban residence components. Selected
techniques of statistical analysis have been used to furnish insights into the rela-
tionships of fertility and certain socioeconomic, demographic, and ecological
measures. This analysis has provided new information with respect to factors
associated with differences in fertility levels. While the analysis has raised more
questions than it has answered, some general conclusions do emerge.

At the outset of this chapter, three general hypotheses were stated. The first
hypothesis asserted that differences in fertility levels among communities can be
explained, in part, in terms of certain socioeconomic, demographic, and ecologi-
cal characteristics of the communities and their populations. In general, this
hypothesis was supported by the statistical analysis. In most of the regres-
sion equations, the proportion of the variance in community fertility levels for
the Nation and regions explained by the independent variables selected for the
analysis were relatively high. Furthermore, in almost every case, the regional
analyses revealed higher proportions of variance explained than in the national
analysis. Contrary to expectation, the independent variables had their greatest
influence with respect to urban fertility, intermediate influence on rural-nonfarm
fertility, and least influence on rural-farm fertility.

In most cases, the variables revealed a significant relationship to fertility in
the various equations. Most of the nine independent variables had significant
effects on fertility in all of the residence components of the Nation. At
the regional level there were differences in terms of the factors which indicated
significant effects, but generally, the regional analyses added significantly to the
information obtained from the national analysis. In terms of relative importance
in accounting for differences in fertility levels, the ecological measure of proximity
to metropolitan centers proved to be of greatest significance. One of the demo-
graphic measures of age distribution, proportion of ever-married females aged
15 to 24, was also a major determinant in accounting for fertility variation. In
contrast, the other measure of age distribution of married females (ages 25
to 34) proved to be relatively insignificant.
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Although the socioecoi.omic characteristics of the population were relatively
of less importance than the ecological and demographic measures, the two
variables, level of education and family income level, were consistently important
in most of the regression equations. Female employement rate and female income
level indicated relatively minor effects on fertility levels and were frequently
found not to be significant. Finally, the two measures of agricultural occupa-
tional distribution were of least importance. In addition, the proportion of
farmers and farm managers in the work force consistentlyexhibited relationships
the reverse of those expected, and except for family income at the national level,
was the only one of the nine independent variables which consistently revealed a
relationship to fertility levels opposite of that hypothesized.

The second hypothesis predicted that the selected factors employed in the
regression analysis would have different effects upon fertility levels in the various
geographic regions of the conterminous United States. Clearly this hypothesis
was not supported. In a sense, the multiple comparison tests provided a test of
the capacity of the regions to produce meaningful differences within the popula-
tion with respect to one dimension: how certain factors relate to community
fertility levels. Of the three residence groups which were compared inter
regionally, the rural-nonfarm component revealed the fewest distinctions among
the regions. The results, therefore, strongly suggest a reconsideration of the
utility of the regional classification and/or a realignment of the boundaries
of the regions within the Nation.

Finally, the third hypothesis dealt with residential comparisons in terms of the
factors affecting fertility. Again, the multiple comparison tests provided a means
of testing the residence classification scheme used by the Bureau of the Census.
The results of the tests generally supported the validity of the residence classifica
tion in terms of producing meaningful differences as well as favorable support
to the research hypothesis. Differential effects among the residence components
were found to be strongest at the national level, and, although slightly Ids
obvious, relatively strong at the regional level. Among the regions, differential
effects seemed to be slightly correlated with stage of urbanization within a ireg_on.

For the more urbanized Northeast and North Central Regions, the greater cow
parison was between the rural sectors. For the South and West, the compaeis°
of interest was between the rural sectors and the urban. It would appear that
with an increasing degree of urbanization, a simple rural versus urban contrast
would be less meaningful. However, on the basis of the results, the fact that the
census categories of residence reflected meaningfully different classes of the
population would encourage the continued use of this classification, at least in
fertility analysis.

Some implications

A decline in the difference in fertility rates between the rural and urban PoPu
lation has been noted in chapter IV. On the basis of the relationships obtain°
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in this analysis, it appears that these differences are likely to continue to narrow

in the future.

Educational levels appear to be one of the population characteristics most
closely related to fertility levels. And, as we shall see in the next chapter, there
has been a substantial closing of the gap between rural and urban populations in
years of school completed by young adults. We shall also see that school enroll-
ment in rural areas is no longer appreciably below that in urban areas, at least
up to about age 16, so that in the future there may be an even smaller difference
in the educational level of rural and urban populations.

Another factor which will tend to reduce the fertility level in the rural-farm
population is the age distribution of females. The relative scarcity of females
due to migration will tend to depress rural-farm birth rates.

Still another force likely to work toward lower fertility levels in the rural-
farm population is the expectation of a continued decline in number of farm
laborers, in an absolute as well as a relative sense, as a part of the rural-farm
population. This appears to be the occupational group in rural areas which for
one reason or another is associated with high fertility levels. Therefore, as the
number of persons employed in this low-status occupation declines, we may
expect the fertility level to decline also.

A final factor which should contribute to a decline in differences in the urban
and rural fertility rates is the continued spread of the influence of metropolitan
areas. As matters now stand this influence is likely to lead to further declines in
rural fertility rats causing them to approach those of the urban population.

The relationships between rural population and community characteristics
serve to highlight the circular nature of the poverty problem in many isolated
rural areas. Remote rural areas in which the population has low levels of educa-
tion and family income, and few opportunities for female employment, are those
in which fertility levels are high. These high fertility levels in turn mean more
children in educational systems that generally lack an adequate economic base
and are often inferior for other reasons. They also insure a continuing excess
supply of labor of a type not likely to attract industry. Low family incomes, low
female employment, and high fertility rates, in turn, persist for another genera-
tion. A tremendous out-migration is necessary to maintain the level of welfare
in such communities. Probably only some outside social or economic force can
break this cycle. To devise programs within a democratic society which will
break this cycle remains one of the more difficult tasks of our time.
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CHAPTER VI

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

Introduction
The process of educating the younger generation is of concern in all societies.

In simple societies, the transmission of skills along with the complex of knowledge
and beliefs comprising the cultural heritage is usually accomplished within kin-
ship and peer groupings. In more complex societies, the transmission of knowl-
edge and skills is accomplished largely by extrafamilial institutions. In contempo-
rary American society, formal education and specialized skills have become
increasingly important prerequisites for entering the labor force. These require-
ments appear to be equally significant for all sectors of the society, whether
rural or urban. In the United States, the farm population has consistently been
characterized by a lower level of educational attainment than the urban popu-
lation. The concentration of the occupational aspirations of farm youth on jobs
requiring little formal education together with their lack of training and skills
useful in the urban labor market have consequences for the entire society. Special
interest in such problems as school dropouts, retardation, and quality of teachers
is symptomatic of the growing importance and function of education for both
rural and urban sectors of American society.'

The general purpose of this chapter is to describe the educational status of
the rural population in 1960. Of special interest are the following questions:
What patterns of school enrollment and educational attainment are found in
the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban residence groups of the United States?
What variations exist between regions and divisions of the Nation? To what
extent do the measures of educational status produce typical patterns by resi-
dence? Are such patterns true for both whites and nonwhites? And finally, is
educational attainment in the rural-farm population associated with distance
from the nearest standard metropolitan statistical area?

This chapter relies upon two types of information regarding educational status
from the decennial census. The first body of data relates to school enrollment
and the second concerns the level of educational attainment, both pertaining
to the various segments of the population, whether in or out of school'

School enrollment
Data on school enrollment in 1960 for the United States, including Alaska

and Hawaii, showed that about 53 percent of all persons aged from 5 to 34 years
were enrolled in school. The percentage of males enrolled was higher than that
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Bc1.57 COPY AVAIIAB1129
for females (55.3 and 51.0, respectively) ; that of whites was higher than that
of nonwhites (53.2 and 52.7, respectively) ; and the percentage of rural-farm

Persons higher than that of urban or rural-nonfarm persons (59.7, 52.9, and
51.7, respectively) .

It is cleat these summary data on enrollment are affected by enrollment rates
and age distribution within the 5- to 34-year age span. Further, it must be recalled
that college students in 1950 and 1960 were enumerated where they lived while
attending college, whereas earlier they were usually enumerated at their parental
home. It is necessary, therefore, to examine school enrollment by single years
of age for each residence category, classified by color and sex, as presented in
table VI-1. The age pattern of school enrollment for white males, classified
by residence, is shown graphically in figure VI-1.

Figure VI-1.PERCENT WHITE MALES ENROLLED IN SCHOOL, EY RESIDENCE
AND AGE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960
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Source Table VI-1.

2549 30-34

An age pattern was clearly evident in the proportions enrolled in school.
While parts of the pattern represented a response to statutes compelling school
attendance, others were a response to alternative choices regarding the use of
time. Briefly, the curve of school enrollment within the ages 5 to 34 was one of
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rapid rise up to ages 8 or 9, followed by a high but slightly declining enrollment
through ages 14 or 15, and then followed by a rapidly declining enrollment
throughout the remainder of the age span.

While this same generalized age pattern held true of males and females and
whites and nonwhites, several qualifications should be made. Males, as com-
pared with females, generally were enrolled in smaller proportions at the earlier
years of the age range (up to age 14) but were enrolled in larger proportions
in later years. Whites, as compared with nonwhites, were generally enrolled in
larger proportions. Some exceptions occur at ages 19 and 23, and 30 to 34.

As measured by proportions enrolled in school at each age, the two rural
residence groups generally lagged behind the urban group in each color and
sex category. The percentages enrolled in school from the rural-farm category
were generally higher than those for the rural-nonfarm group. Rural-farm
white males had more enrolled in school than the rural-nonfarm group for every
age from 7 through 18 ( fig. VI-1). For white females, the same situation held
from age 9 through 18 and at each age after 22. In fact, the rates of rural-farm
white females enrolled in school were higher than either tural-nonfarm or urban
white females at ages 16 to 18 and 30 to 34. Among nonwhite males, the pro-
portions enrolled in school were higher for those with rural-farm than with
rural-nonfarm residence at ages 11 and 12, 14 and 15, and 17 through 20, and
among nonwhite females, the same situation existed at ages 9 and 10, 12 and
14, and 16 through 20.

The favorable position of rural-farm in relation to rural-nonfarm youth in
1960 with respect to school enrollment may be due to numerous conditions.
The reduced need for manpower in agriculture in itself may have served to
keep farm youth in school. The higher enrollment for rural-farm youth may
reflect the effectiveness of educational programs by the Cooperative Extension
Service and other farm organizations concerning labor force trends and occu-
pational requirements. It may also be that the relationship between education
and adjustment outside of agriculture has been sufficiently internalized by farm
people so that no other alternative to the problem is cor...idered. In addition, the
favorable position of farm over rural-nonfarm enrollment rates may be due to
the location of institutional populations. Prisons, reformatories, mental hospitals.
and diagnostic and reception centers, often located in rural-nonfarm areas and
adding to the overall population, would tend to depress school attendance rates
in this residence category.

The relatively high proportion enrolled in school at all ages in the urban white
population is conspicuous in table VI-1. Urban white males at every age from
13 through 15 and from 18 to 34 were enrolled in school at higher rates ,nao
any other residence, color, or sex group. Rural -farm and rural-nonfarm males
were enrolled in school in the smallest proportions at most ages from 5 through
17.
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Throughout the regions and divisions, percentages enrolled in school for all
age groups tended to be higher in the urban than in the rural populations (see
table VI-2 for data on regions, and appendix table A-14 for comparable data
for divisions). Furthermore, with the exception of the 5- and 6-year-olds and
the group 20 to 34, rural-farm enrollment rates usually exceeded rural-nonfarm
rates. Differences among the residence groups at ages 7 to 13 enrolled in school
were very small.

Table VI-2.-PERCENT ENROLLED IN SCHOOL, BY AGE GROUPS, FOR THE
RURAL AND URBAN POPULATIONS, BY REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

legion and residence
Percent enrolled by age group

5 end 6
yews old

7 to 13
years old

14 and 15

years old
16 and 17
years old

18 and 19

Mrs old
20 to 34
years old

$U MATZ

Aural farm 48.1 97.2 93.0 $1.8 38.9 4.2Real nonfarm 52.8 97.1 92.6 77.6 34.0 4.6Urban 69.4 97.6 94.9 62.0 45.2 9.0

110111111A4T

Rural farm 63.9 90.3 94.0 80.8 32.9 2.9Rural nonfarm 66.3 97.6 94.5 81.7 36.2 4.4Urban 77.0 97.5 94.9 $1.6 44.1 $.8

WITS COM.

Rural farm 54.6 96.2 93.8 87.3 36.6 3.4Rural nonfarm 59.0 97.6 94.8 82.7 33.1 4.2Urban 76.9 96.1 95.4 63.6 45.9 6.7

543/711

Aural farm 39.3 96.0 93.1 76.2 39.4 4.8Rural nonfarm. 41.0 96,3 93.1 72.4 32.6 4.9Urban
10.3 97.4 93.3 76.5 44.8 11.5

EMT

Rural farm
50.3 97.6 96.1 86.9 49.5 1.7Aural nonfarm
59.8 97.4 95.0 62.0 34.4 6.3urban
75.4 98.3 96.3 85.1 46.7 10.6

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1980 Census of Population.

Among 5- and 6-year-old children, the proportion enrolled in school was
greatest in urban areas and lowest in rural-farm areas for all regions and all
divisions except the List South Central. Differences between residence groups
were usually very large. For the Nation as a whole, the percentages of urban.
rural-nonfarm, rnd rural-farm ch'Idreri of these ages enrolled in school were 69,
53, and 48, respectively. The proportions of these children enrolled in school
were lowest for each residence category in the three southern divisions and in
the Mountain Division of the West. In the rural-farm population, the proportion
of these children ranged from 36 percent in the West South Central to 66 percent
in the Middle Atlantic Division. In the rural - nonfarm population, the low and
high figures (38 and 68 percent) were found in the same two divisions. However,
in the urban population, the proportion of 5- and 6-year-old children enrolled in
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school ranged from 47 percent in the West South Central to 80 percent in the
Pacific Division.

For children from 7 to 13 sears old, rates of enrollment tended to be highest
in urban and lowest in the rural-nonfarm areas, but the differences were very
small. In the Nation as a whole, the percentages enrolled at these ages were
97.8, 97.1, and 97.2, respectively, for the urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm
residence groups. In each of the residence categories, enrollment rates were low
in the South and in each of the three southern divisions. In addition, they were
relatively low for urban youth in the Middle Atlantic States and for rural-
nonfarm youth in the Mountain Division. In the rural-farm sector the propor-
tion of this group enrolled in school ranged from a low of 95.7 percent in the
South Atlantic Division to a high of 98.5 percent in New England. In four divi-
sions (New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, and West North
Central) the percentage of rural-farm youth 7 to 13 enrolled in school either
equaled or exceeded that of the urban and rural-nonfarm youth.

Enrollment rates for the 14- and 15-year-old group declined from the level of
the previous age group, due at least in part to failure to continue with high
school education. Rates for this group tended to be highest in urban areas and
lowest in the rural-nonfartn residence category. In the conterminous United
States, the percentages of 14- and 15-year-old persons enrolled in school in urban,
rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm areas were 94.9, 92.6, and 93.0, respectively. In all
three residence categories, enrollment rates were low in the South. In the rural-
farm population, the enrollment for this age cohort ranged from slightly
more than 89 percent in the East South Central to about 97 percent in the
Pacific Division. The latter percentage was high for the Nation, exceeding that
of all urban and rural-nonfarm sectors. The enrollment rates of rural-farm youth
in this age group exceeded urban and rural-nonfarm rates in New England, the
East North Centcal, West North Central, and Pacific Divisions.

Enrollment rates for 16.. and 17-year-olds showed marked declines from the
previous age group and reflected school dropout prior to the completion of high
school. Proportions of youth in this group enrolled in school generally were lowest
in rural-nonfarm sectors. Rural-farm and urban rates tended to differ slightly and
to maintain about the same ,elatively high level. The enrollment percentages for
youth in this age group for the Nation as a whole were urban, 82.0; rural non-
farm, 77.8; and rural-farm, 81.8 percent. Their enrollment rates were low In
each residence group in the South Atlantic and East South Central Divisions.
Rates among the rural-farm youth ranged from a low of approximately 74 per
cent in the South Atlantic Division to a high of about 90 perc,,t in the Pacific
Division, and exceeded those of urban and rural - nonfarm sectors in all divisions
except the Middle Atlantic, South Atlantic, and East Sow!. Central.

Attendance in the final year of high school and the initiation of education
beyond high school is reflected by the enrollment rates for youth 18 and 19.
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The rates for persons 20 to 34 years of age indicated primarily enrollment incollege or other advanced training. Due to enumeration procedures whichassigned students to the places where they lived while attending college, residencecomparisons at these age levels are difficult, if not impossible, to interpret inthe absence of additional information. For the Nation as a whole, the percent-ages of 18- and 19-year-old persons enrolled in school for the urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm sectors were approximately 45, 34, and 39 percent,respectively. Comparable proportions for persons 20 to 34 years old were about9, 5, and 4 percent, respectively. Due, at least in part, to the enumeration pro-cedures and the concentration of universities in urban places, proportionsenrolled in school for both age categories were usually highest in the urbanareas of all divisions. However, in rural-farm areas persons 18 and 19 years old
were enrolled in school in the highest proportions of the three residence cate-eories within the West South Central and Pacific Divisions.

Educational attainment
School years completed by the population 25 years old and over. This por-tion of the chapter examines years of school completed by adults who are 25years old and over, the ast majority of whom are no longer in school. We firstexamine percentage distributions by number of years of school completed, classed

as follows: none, four levels of elementary school, one to three years and fourYears of high school, and one to three years and four or more years of college.These distributions will be examined by sex and color for each of the residencecategories (table VI-3 and fig. VI-2 and VI-3).

Levels of educational attainment were generally highest for urban, inter-mediate for rural-nonfarm, and lowest for rural-farm populations. This rankingheld true for whites and nonwhites of both sexes. The levels were generallyhigher for whites than nonwhites of both sexes in all residence categories, andwere higher for females than males regardless of color or residence, if judgedon the basis of high school graduation. Except for urban nonwhite females,however, larger percentages of men than women attended and/or graduatedfrom college and postgraduate work.

For white males, the differential in educational attainment by residence wasclear-cut. If we use the proportion of white males completing eight grades or less(including thosf with no years of school), the differential among white malesresiding in rural-farm, rural-m..ifarm, and urban areas was large, 59, 48, and35 percent, respectively. Similarly, if we use the proportion of white males com-pleting 4 years of high school or more, the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urbanproportions were 27, 34, and 46 percent, respectively. The residential differentialfor white females is similar to that for white males. However, two differencesshould he noted. The differences between residence groups were slightly nar-rower for (=ales than males, and white female attainment was higher thanthat of white males when the two attainment levels are used.
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For nonwhite males, the differential in educational attainment by residence is
also clear-cut, but differences between the two rural residence groups are some-
what less great than in the white population. Proportions of nonwhite males com-
pleting eight grades or less (and including no schooling) are 88, 78, and 57 per-
cent, respectively, for rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban residence groups.
Corresponding percentages of nonwhite males completing 4 years of high school
or more are approximately 5, 10, and 23, respectively, for the three residence
groups. The residential differential for nonwhite females is similak to that for
nonwhite males. Nonwhite female attainment, however, is higher than nonwhite
male attainment, as measured here (table VI-3 and figs. VI-2 and VI-3).

Table VI-3.-PERCENT OF PERSONS 25 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPLETED, RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND SEX, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

Residence. color. and sem
Perems

25 rearm
014 and
°VW

Teem of /whoa completed

Elemmatary school High school 1 College

1 to 4 5 to 6 7 tO 3 4 1 t° 3
Or4

more

RURAL FARM

Male:
Milt* 100.0 1.9 8.6 9.8 9.7 28.5 15.0 19.1 4.7 2./
Mcmatte

remle:

100.0 12.5 40.2 19.0 8.6 7.8 6.7 3.6 1.0 0.1

White 100.0 1.2 5.1 7.7 7.6 24.3 17.2 25.2 8.4 J.)
Nonwhite 100.0 7.6 25.) 22.4 12.7 11.8 11.7 5.6 1.5 1.4)

RURAL IMAM

Male:
White
Nonwhite

100.0
icn.0

2.2
11.6

7.9
31.7

9.0
17.0

8.4
4.7

20.5
9.4

18.2
11.3

20.5
6.5

6.5
1.9

6.9
1.1

Rule:
White 100.0 1.6 5.4 7.8 7.1 19.3 19.7 26.8 7.9 4.4
Nom:bite 100.0 8.2 23.5 19.0 11.2 11.4 14.2 7.9 2.1 2.4

URNJI

Male:
'ha* 102.0 1.9 4.4 6.2 5.7 16.6 19.6 23.0 10.4 12.1
Nonwhite 1000) 4.9 16.9 U.S 8.4 13.4 19.4 13.8 5.) 4.1

Female:
Mtn
Nonwhite

100.0
100.0

2.0
3.5

3.7
12.6

5.7
13.0

5.0
8.6

16.7
13.8

19.9
22.3

)0.2
17.2

10.0
5.1

6.9
3.8

Source : Retabulated and computed from Bata In 1060 Censu- of Population.

The differential in educational attainment according to residence is apparent
in each of the four regions of the Nation (appendix table A-15). As reflected by
the two levels of completion-eight grades or less (including no years in schools
and 4 years or more of high school-the expected differential is apparent for
white males in all regions, and for white females in all regions except the North'
east, where rural-nonfarm white females show higher completion levels than
the urban white females.
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FIGURE VI -2. PERCENT OF MALES 25 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY YEARS OP
SCHOOL COMPLETED, BY RESIDENCE AND COLOR, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960
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The residential differential in educational attainment is more marked in all
regions for white males than for white females. Furthermore, differences among
the residence groups in attainment levels of whites are greater in the more highly
rural than in the more urban portions of the Nation. In the South, for example,
the proportions of rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban males aged 25 and over
who completed 4 years of high school or more were approximately 20, 28, and 47
percent, respectively. In the Northeast, the comparable proportions for the three
residence groups were approximately 30, 38, and 42 percent, respectively.

Regional differences in educational attainment within each residence category
were substantial. Proportions of rural-farm white males completing 4 years or
more of high school ranged from 37 percent in the West to 20 percent in the
South. The comparable range for rural-farm white females was from 49 in the
West to 27 in the South. Similar differences were to be found in the rural-
nonfarm and urban sectors of the regions. Based upon this same completion
measure, educational attainment was highest in all residence groups and for both
sexes in the West. It was lowest in the rural sectors and for both males
and females in the South. It was lowest among urban males and females in the
Northeast.
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COPY AVAllABLEFigure VI-3.--PERCENT OF FEMALES 25 YEARS OLPFX§I R SY YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPLETED, BY RESIDENCE AND COLOR, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960
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The expected residential differential in overall educational attainment among
nonwhites was evident in the South. Since nonwhites are underrepresented in the
rural categories of the other two regions, systematic comparisons will not be
made. Among nonwhites of both sexes in the South, attainment levels arc
extremely low for those residing in rural areas. Approximately 90 percent of all
rural-farm nonwhite males have not progressed beyond the eighth grade level.
Less than 4 percent of nonwhite rural-farm males completed 4 years of high
school or more. Somewhat higher levels of schooling prevailed among female
nonwhites in all residence categories.

The rural-farm and rural-nonfarm categories of nonwhites are reversed in the
West. In the West, nonwhites, which include larger numbers of Indians and
Orientals than the South, are characterized by substantially higher attainment
levels than Southern nonwhites. It should be noted that about one-fifth of all
rural-farm nonwhites in the West, both male and female, reported having had
no schooling, but at the same time, more than one-fourth of the same group had
completed 4 years of high school or more. Levels of schooling completed by per-
sons 25 years old and over for the divisions, by residence, color, and sex in 1960
are found in appendix table A-16.
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There are large interdivisional differences in the proportions of the rural-
farm population having completed at least one year of college (fig. VI-4). At
one extreme, only about 5 percent of the rural-farm males in the East South
Central Division had completed one year or more of college and at the other,
approximately 14 percent in the Pacific Division had done so. In each division,
the proportion of rural-farm females reporting this level of attainment exceeded
that of rural-farm males.

Figure VI-4.PERCENT RURAL-FARM MALES AND FEMALES 25 YEARS OLD
AND OVER COMPLETING ONE OR MORE YEARS OF COLLEGE, BY DIVISIONS,
FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Noe Iasi NW
Instant Atlantic

fiat Wool South feat West
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Male

Source : Table A-I8.
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Except in the New England and Pacific Divisions, few nonwhites have
had any college education. As among whites, nonwhite females having this level
of education exceeded nonwhite males, except in the Pacific Division.

Median number of school years completed. The median' educational level
of the population 25 years old and over of the United States, including Alaska
and Hawaii, in 1960 was 10.6 years. As measured by the median number of
school years completed, females had higher attainments than males (10.9 as
compared with 10.3 years), and whites had higher attainments than nonwhites
(10.9 as compared with 8.2 years). In all color and sex groups, the median level
of attainment for persons 25 years old and over were highest in the urban, inter-
mediate in the rural-nonfarm, and lowest in the rural-farm population. These
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differences in medians point to the importance of controlling for color and sex
when examining median levels of attainment for the three residence groups. For
example, that segment of the population having a large proportion of white
females would probably have a higher median attainment level than a popula-
tion having a large proportion of nonwhite males. Since the educational attain-
ment level has been rising rapidly, the age structure is another factor of great
importance in determining educational differences. This is especially true of
differences among residence groups.

In all residence groups, the median number of school years completed declined
with incr .asing age (table VI-4). To select an extreme case, for instance, the
median level of schooling for urban nonwhite males aged 25 to 29 was 11.1 and
for those 75 and over the median was only 4.4.

The relative position of the three residence groups with respect to educational
attainment as measured by the median for persons 25 years of age and over is
due in part to age distribution. There is an inverse relationship between age
and years of schooling, and the relatively low median of the rural-farm popu-
lation is due in part to the fact that proportions of both white and nonwhite
rural-farm males were larger than respective urban groups for each age group
after 45. Proportions of rural-farm white females were /larger than their urban
counterparts for each age group from 40 to 64; the same situation prevailed for
rural-farm nonwhite females, for all age groups after 40. The median educational
level for the rural-nonfarm sector was affected to a lesser degree by its age struc-
ture than the level for the rural-farm group.

Considerable variation in educational attainment was reported for the rural-
farm population of the conterminous United States (table VI-5). High levels
characterized the rural-farm population of the West and low levels prevailed
in the South. Levels in the Pacific Division were exceptionally high. The median
level for rural-farm whites was especially high in the Mountain and New Eng-
land Divisions.

The most recently educated of the rural-farm residentsthose who were be-
tween 25 and 29 in 1960exhibited the highest median levels of schooling
(table VI-4) . Each successive age group shown in this figur,, possessed markedly
lower median levels. Except for one age group, rural-farm white males showed
larger differences in relation to the 25 to 29 age group than white females or
either of the nonwhite groups.

If we assume the 25- to 29-year age group in 1960 represents the current gen-
eration of farm males, then the 55- to 59-year age group may be used to repre-
sent the generation of parents. The parental generation of rural-farm white
males had an average of 3.2 years of schooling less than the present generation.
The comparable figure was less for rural-farm females and for rural-farm non-
whites of both sexes. The generational difference as estimated in this way was
also less for rural-nonfarm and urban males.
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Table VI -5.- MEDIAN YEARS OP SCHOOL COMPLETED BY THE RURAL-FARM
POPULATION 25 WARS OLD AND OVER, BY COLOR, SEX, REGIONS, AND
DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Legion and divisian

Median years or eettosl nospleted

Noneisi

Female female

limited States 8.7 9.7 4.7 6.5
Regios:

Northeast 1.9 10.3 16.6 11.2North Central 8.8 10.3 7.5 8.3South 8.2 8.8 4.6 6.4Vest 9.1 11.9 8.0 8.2

Divisiams:
Nee lOglend 9.6 11.7 11.8 at.5diddle Atlantic 8.9 10:3 6.5 $.2Last North Central 8.9 10.3 8.1 e.6Vest North Central 8.8 10.7 7.1
South Atlantic

11.9 4.5 6.5East South Central ea 1.6 4.6 6.4fest South Central 8.5 9.1 4.7 6.9hiountstm 9.9 12.0 5.4 4.1Pacific 9.1 11.7 9.2 10.8

&Based upon fewer than 2.000 persons.
a Based upon fewer than 200 persons.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1000 Census of Population.

The rural-farm versus urban difference in median level of educational attain-
ment of white males in 1960 was only one-half or less in the 25-to-29-age group
and in all age groups beginning at 60. The difference was very large for ages 40
to 44, 45 to 49, and 50 to 54. While rural-farm versus urban differences among
white females were smaller than for males, the same pattern was present. Thus,
rural-farm versus urban differences for the white population were small at older
ages, relatively large at ages 40 to 54, and relatively small at the younger ages.
In the nonwhite population, however, this differential was greatest at the younger
ages and decreased with increasing age.

The evidence presented suggests a substantial upgrading in the educational
attainment of the rural-farm white population. Rural -farm versus urban differ-
ences among nonwhites remained very large. However, the data did not take
into account migration from one residence category tr another although they
were directly affected by the educational characteristics of migrants over many
years.

Median number of school years completed in relation to distance
from nearest standard metropolitan statistical area

The general hypothesis of metropolitan dominance led to the expectation
that rural-farm populations would exhibit consistently decreasing levels of edu-
cational attainment as distance from an SMSA increased. Selective migration
and the resulting age structure in rural areas, it was reasoned, would contribute
to this expected decrease. On the other hand, it was also assumed that proximity
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to institutions of higher learning, highly concentrated in larger cities and metro-politan areas, and an increased rate of interaction and contact with urbanites,would serve to raise educational levels of the rural-farm population nearSMSA's.

However, a computation of the median level of school years completed for therural-farm population, by color and distance from the nearest SMSA failed tosupport these assumptionsat the national level (table VI-6) .

Table VI-6.-MEDIAN YEARS OF SCHOOL COSIPIEFID, Sy RURAL-FARM MarsMALES AND FEMALES fi5 YEARS OLD AND OVER, EV DISTANCE FROM NIARZSTSTANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, IV DIVISIONS, FOR THE CON-TERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

DIvisian and sex
beide
-L

counties

Sistaace from nearest SISAL

Lees than
50 idles

91 to) 99

males
100 to 149

Elea
150 to 199

Idles
2100 to 249

ells.
250 miles
OF MVO

MILE

United States
6.9 6.6 11.6 8.7 9.0 9.4 5.1

Wm England
10.4 10.0 9.6 6.9 6.9 6.6

Middle Atlantic
8.8 6.9 8.9 6.6 6.4Met North Cannel
9.0 9.0 8.7 8.5 6.4 S.)

Vest north Central
8.9 6.9 4.4 8.7 8.8 9.0 6.7

South Atlantic
6.6 7.9 6.0 7.7East South Central
6.6 6.1 6.1Vest South Care).
6.7 6.4 6.4 8.5 9.0Ilwatita
9.9 11.7 9.6 9.6 10.2 9.6 9.6

Pastas
9.5 10.5 9.5 10.) 10.7 10.2 9.7

FIN=

Salted States..
10.5 9.6 9.2 9.6 11.7 12.1 11.iWm %gland
12.0 11.6 12.0 11.1 10.7 10.9

Middle Atlsatie
9.7 10.5 10.7 10.1 4.8East NOrth Central
10.7 10.9 9.6 6.9 6.9 9.2Vest North °antral
11.0 11.5 10.6 9.5 11.2 12.1 11.0South Atlantic
9.6 6.6 6.6 0.5last South Central
9.3 6.6 8.5 8.8lest South Contra/
10.0 9.1 9.0 9.1 1/.4Wouniala
11.7 12.2 12.0 11.9 12.1 12.1 12.1

Pacific
11.1 12.1 11.5 12.1 12.1 12.1 11.9

- Represents sere.
For esplabadon of measurement procedure, see chapter I, page 17.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

The median level of schooling completed by rural-farm white males andfemales in the Nation as a whole failed to show a decrease associated with in-creasing distance from an SMSA. Due to the high representation of the Mount sinand Pacific Divisions in the most distant bands where levels of schooling werehigh, it was more approriate to examine relationship patterns at divisional levels.A decline in the median with increasing distance was most evident in the NewEngland, East North Central, and South Atlantic Divisions for rural-farm malesand females. The anticipated decline in median level of schooling in relationto distance was not apparent for either white males or females in most of thedivisions of the Nation. The rank order correlation is negative in two divisionsfor males and in four divisions for females.
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The median level of schooling completed by rural-farm nonwhites, both males
and females, geaerally was relatively high in SMSA counties, relatively low in
the next two distance bands, and then high again in the most distant band (table
V1-7) . Due to the small number of nonwhites in the divisions comprising the
Northeast and North Central Regions, and very small numbers at distances of
150 miles or more, the relationship between level of schooling and distance is
shown for only five divisions. Nonwhite rural-farm males and females in the
South Atlantic and East South Central Divisions were characterized by higher
median levels in the SMSA counties than in any of the more distant bands.
Rural-farm nonwhite adults-males and females-residing from 100 to 149 miles
from an SMSA in the West South Central Divsion had higher median levels than
those within the SMSA. Lowest medians in this division occurred for both males
and females within 50 miles of an SMSA and from 50 to 99 miles away. For
nonwhites in the Mountain and Pacific Divisions, the median level for the SMSA
counties was surpassed by the level in one or more of the distance bands. In
general, the expected decrease in educational attainment with ircreasing distance
was not evident for nonwhites.

Table VI--7.-MEDIAN YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED, BY RURAL-FARM NON.,
WHITE MALES AND FEMALES 25 YF ARS OLD AND OVER, BY DISTANCE FROM
NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, BY SELECTED DIVI-
SIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Selected avisionsi and sea
Inside

SUM
'Quintiles

Distance tree nearest man)

Les than
50 ail..

50 to 99
miles

100 to 149
Idles

mu
United States 5.8 4,6 4.6, 4.9

Saudi Atlantic 5.1 4.5 4.4 4.9last South Central 5.0 4.6 4.7 4.5Vest South Central 5.2 4.7 4.7 6.2
Mountain 7.4 8.6 6.7 6.6Pulite

mast

9.5 7.9 10.4 8.2

Milted States 7.2 6.5 6.5 64
South Atlantic 6.9 6.4 6.4 6.8het South Central 6.6 6.3 6.4 6.1Vest Scuth Central 6.8 6.2 C.5 7.6
Mountain 7.0 9.8 8.1 6.1Pacific 10.5 11.9 12.0 9.2

1 Rural-farm nonwhites are not suSciently numerous in the divisions of the Northeast or
North Central Regions, nor in the more distant bands of the divisions shown, to warrant lulluslon
in this table.

For explanation of measurement procedure, see chapter 1, page IT.

Source : Hetabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Changes in educational status, 1950-1960
School enrollment rates, as well as attainment levels, of the American popula-

tion have risen steadily during the past half century. Especially rapid chang3
have occurred in the past decade. The percentage of those between the ages of
5 and 24 who were enrolled in school rose from about 63 percent in 1950 to about
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72 percent in 1960 for the conterminous United States. During the same period,
the median number of school years completed by persons 25 and over rose from
9.3 in 1950 to 10.6 in 1960. As measured by median number of school years
completed, the gain was higher for nonwhites than for whites.

The rise in school enrollment rates in the rural-farm population during the
past decade has been impressive. The increase in enrollment at most ages has
been greater than in comparable ages in the rural-nonfarm and urban popula-
tions. Enrollment rates for rural-farm youth aged 7 to 13 in 1950 and in 1960
were 94.7 percent and 97.2 percent, respectively. The comparable figures were
95.5 and 97.1 percent for rural-nonfarm youth and 96.1 and 97.8 percent for
urban youth. Similarly, changes in proportions enrolled in school were greater
for rural-farm youth 14 to 19 years old than for comparable age groups in the
rural-nonfarm and urban populations. While some part of the rural-farm change
during the decade may be due to low enrollments in 1950 compared to those of
other residence categories, part of the increased enrollment can be attributed to
the change in rural-farm definition.

An analysis of educational attainment in 1950 and 1960 indicates that differ-
ences among residence categories expanded rather than contracted during the
decade. Despite an increase in median number of school years completed for
each residence group and for both whites and nonwhites, differences among
residence groups were as large in 1960 as in 1950, or were larger. The median
number of school years completed in 1950 and 1960 for rural-farm, rural-non-
farm, and urban populations were 8.4 and 8.8; 8.8 and 9.5; and 10.2 and 11.1,
respectively.

While all residence categories and both whites and nonwhites 25 years old and
over showed an upgrading in number of school years completed, rural residents
lagged behind the urban group. The lag was especially apparent in the rural-
farm population and at the higher levels of attainment. While 3.0 percent of
rural-farm whites 25 years old and over in 1960, had completed 4 years or more
of college, the comparable 1950 figure was 2.4 percent. The proportions for
urban whites, on the other hand, were 9.4 and 7.7 percent in 1960 and 1950.
College-educated nonwhites showed relatively greater concentration, as well as
greater gain, in urban areas than did whites.

Summary
Rural residents, whites and nonwhites of both sexes, generally lagged behind

urban residents of the United States in 1960 in school enrollment despite the high
levels shown by the rural-farm sector. Proportions of rural-farm persons enrolled
in school were usually higher than proportions for comparable ages in the rural-
nonfarm population, and at certain ages even exceeded those in the urban popu-
lation. For the rural-farm group the rate of school enrollment of white females
in 1960 was especially high in relation to other residence categories, the percent-
age exceeding that of the comparable group in the rural-nonfarm sector from
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age 9 through 18 and at each age after 22, and exceeding urban percentages atages 16, 17, and i8 and from 30 to 34.

The relationship between school enrollment and age was much the same fel'all residence groups. The general pattern was one of rapid increase in propor-tions enrolled up to ages 8 or 9, and high but slightly declining proportionsthroughout the rest of the school age span. At most ages, whites were enrolledin target proportions than nonwhites, and females more so than males, exceptafter age 18 or 19.

The pattern of educational attainment for the adult population 25 years oldand over in the United States was markedly different for the three residencecategories. The level of attainment was clearly lowest for the rural-farm residents,intermediate for the rural-nonfann residents, and highest for the urban residents.Such differences were generally true of whites and nonwhites of both sexes.Regional variations in the level of educational attainment showed that rural-farm whites in the West had more schooling than those of other regions, andthose in the South generally exhibited the lowest attainment levels. Rural-farmnonwhites in the South shared extremely low levels of attainment.

The median level of schooling completed by the rural-farm population showedlittle relation to distance from the nearest SMSA. The expected decline inattainment with increasing distance was clear-cut for rural-farm white malesin only two of the ninedivisions.

The rela..vely high level of school enrollment at most ages in the rural-farmpopulation in 1960 and the increase in enrollment rates for this population in thedecade were impressive. A part of this change doubtless was due to definitionchanges, but it was almost certainly also a recognition of the need for educationas a prerequisite of the nonfarm labor market. All residence categories reportedhigher median numbers of school years completed during the last decade.

NOTES

Eleanor H. Bernert, America's Children (New York: John Wiley and Sons, la, z., 1958) ;James D. Cowhig, School Dropout Rates Among Farm and Nonfarm Youth: 1950 and1960, Economic Research Service, Agricultural Economic Report No. 42 (Washington,D.C., September 1963) ; James D. Cowhig, Age-Grade School Progress of Farm and Non-farm Youth, 1960, Economic Research Service, Agricultural Economic Report No. 40(Washington, D.C., August 1963) ; James D. Cowhig, Education, Skill Level, and Earningsof the Hired Farm Working Force of 1961, Economic Research Service, Agricultural Eco-nomic Report No. 26 (Washington, D.C., March 1963) ; and "Educational Change in aGeneration," Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 132 (September 22, 1964).
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NOTESContinued

'The data on school enrollment in the 1960 census were obtained from answers to the
following questions: "Has he attended regular school or college at any time since February
1, 1960? If he has attended only nursery school, business or trade school, or adult educa-
tion classes, check 'No.' If 'Yes,' Is it a public school or a private school?" Answers to
these questions were recorded for persons 5 to 34 years of age.

The data on years of school completed were derived from answers to the following
questions in the 1960 census: "What is the highest grade (or year) of regular school this
person has ever attended? If now attending a regular school or college, check the grade
(or year) he is in. If it is in junior high school, check the box that stands for that grade
(or year) he attended." Both questions were asked for all persons 5 years of age and over.

'The median number of school years completed is defied as the number which divides
the population group into two equal parts, one-half completing more and one-half less
schooling than the median.



CHAPTER VII

EMPLOYMENT OF RURAL PEOPLE

Introduction
The distribution of occupations within a nation's labor force and the industrial

distribution of employment of that labor force are often taken as measures of the
economic development of an economy. Areas within the Nation in which a high
proportion of the labor force is engaged in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries
often are considered "less developed" than those in which a small proportion of
the labor force is so engaged. This classification, of course, tends to be misleading
at both national and international levels, but it is ccurate to say that the eco-
nomic and social structure of an area is related to it., occupational and industrial
structures.

The shift in employment from farm and field to factory and office entails more
than a mere change in occupation. The role and responsibility of family labor
change as parents move from self-er.-. ployment to wage and salary jobs in non-
farm industries. Whereas on farms there might be a short-run economic advan-
tage in having children leave school to work on the farm, in nonfarm wage
employment there is little such incentive. Thus, attitudes regarding family size,
educational attainment of children, and labor force participation by family
members are related to the occupation of the head of the household.

There are certain problems in dealing with the census statistics relating to
occupation and industry, especially insofar as the rural-farm population is con-
cerned. First, the statistics refer to the occupation and industry of employment
during the week prior to the enumeration, which was not the same date for
everyone. Second, the classifications allow only one occupation or industry per
person, although it is known that farm operators frequently are multiple job-
holders' The occupation and industry listed in the census data, however, is the
one occupying the greatest portion of the respondent's time during the period in
question. Third, the income data, which will be discussed in the next chapter,
are 1959 incomes, which may not correspond to the industry and/or occupation
in which they were earned if the respondent changed occupations early in 1960.

Changes in occupational distribution through time
Although there is frequent reference to the rapid changes in the occupational

structure in the United States, examination of the changes by the various resi-
dence components of the population suggests that much of the change in the
total occupational distribution since 1940 has resulted from occupational shifts
by the rural population (table VII-1) .
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For males, there has been a decline in the proportion employed as farmers
and farm managers and as farm laborers and farm foremen. The proportions
working as clerical and sales workers, craftsmen and foremen, and as operatives
have risen. The occupational distribution of urban males, however, has been
relatively stable, with growth in professional and technical occupations off-
setting modest declines in other occupations. The occupational structure of
rural-nonfarm males also has been relatively stable, with declines in the pro-
portion of service workers, managers, and nonfarm laborers offset by increases
in the number of foremen and craftsmen.

As indicated, the largest changes in the occupational structure since 1940 have
occurred among rural-farm males. Surprisingly, the major decline was not in
the proportion of farmers and farm managers but of farm laborers and farm
foremen. There has been an offsetting rise in the proportion of rural-farm males
employed in all nonfarm occupations except nonfarm laborers. These rather
marked changes in the occupational distribution of rural-farm males have been
a major factor in the aggregate changes for the economy as a whole.

The occupational distribution of the female labor force has experienced two
major shifts since 1940 (table VII I ). The proportion of females employed as
clerical or sales workers has risen rapidly and the proportion of females em-
ployed as workers in private households has declined by one-half. These changes
have taken place in each of the residence components of the population. In addi-
tion, there has been a decline in the proportion of rural-farm females working
as farm laborers and a rise in the proportion working as operatives in manufac-
turing. This latter trend is the reverse of that found in urban areas, where the
proportion of females employed as operatives in manufacturing has declined,
especially since 1950.

Thus, it appears that working women have moved out of households and
into offices. Rural-farm females have made this more, but they also have moved
out of the fields and into factories. Unlike males, there has been no appreciable
increase since 1940 in the proportion of females employed as professional,
technical, and kindred workers.

Despite some convergence in the occupational patterns of urban and rural
residents, great differences still exist between them. Tables VII-2 and VII-3
show the total occupational distribution of employed males and females in 1960,
with a breakdown by residence and color.

Generally, the greatest differences in occupational structure for both whites
and nonwhites occurred between the urban and the rural-farm populations,
with the rural-nonfarm population occupying an intermediate position. The two
largest occupational groups among white urban males were professional, tech-
nical, and kindred workers, and managers, officials, and proprietors, each ac-
counting for about one-eighth of the employed males. For rural-farm white



150 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

males, farmers and farm managers accounted for more than one-half of the em-
ployment, and farm laborers and farm foremen for an additional one-eighth. For
rural-farm nonwhite males, these two types of farm employment accounted for
the occupation of three-fourths of the total.

Table VII-2.--OCCUPATIONAL GROUP OF EMPLOYED MALES, BY RESIDENCE
AND COLOR, FOR THE COUNTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Occupation group Total

White Nonwhite

Rural
tars

Rural
non-
farm

Urban
Runt
farm

Rural

non-
tan

Urban

Total employed 11:0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Professional, technical, and kindred worker 10.3 1.9 8.3 12.9 0.6 2.4 4.,
Fervor, sod farm managers 5.5 $4.4 J.3 0.4 38.4 5.8 0.5
Managers, officials, and proprietors, exc. tare. 10.7 2.9 10.4 12.9 0.4 1.3 2.7
Clerical and kindred workers 6.9 1.7 4.8 8.5 0.4 1.) 6.3
Sales wrier. 6.9 1.7 5.5 8.7 0.2 0.7 1.1
Crafters, foresee, and kindred workers:

Cc:retraction cretin:sr 5.5 3.0 7.8 5.4 1.5 4.1 3.9
Foreman (n.e e ) 2.5 0.7 2.9 2.9 0.1 0.) 0.6
Mechanics and repaires 5.1 2.0 6.4 5.3 0.7 2.5 3.7
Metal craftsmen, except mechanics 2.9 0.7 2.5 3.0 0.1 0.4 1.2
Other craftsmen ).9 1.1 3.8 4.6 0.3 1.0 2.0

Operatives and kindred workers:
Drivers and deliver/9n 5.2 3.2 6.3 4.$ 5.0 9.2 7.6
Other operatives:

Durable goods manufacturing 6.3 3.0 7.2 6.5 1.9 9.4 7.2
Nondurable gcods minufe,turiref 1.7 1.9 4.7 3.6 1.0 3.3 4.1

Nonaanufacturise industry 4.6 2.1 6.4 4.3 1.3 5.5 6.1
Private household workers 0.1 - 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.1
Service workers. except privaW household 6.0 1.1 4.1 6.0 1.6 7.0 16.3
Fars laborers and farm foremen 2.8 13.2 3.9 0.5 35.9 20.0 1.3
Laborers, except tae e and oda*:
Construction 1.5 1.0 1.9 1.0 1.9 4.9 4.5
Manufacturing 2.3 1.4 3.1 1.6 3.8 10.6 5.4
Other industries 3.1 1.1 3.0 2.6 2.5 9.2 9.3

Occupation not reported 4.6 2.0 3.6 4.6 2.1 4.4 9.9

- Represents sero.
Source : 1960 Census of Population, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 1, United

States Summary, tables 8T and 88.

For white males, the greater the formal educational or skill requirements
usually associated with the occupation and the more the occupation dealt with
people rather than things (sales versus operatives), the greater the disparity
between urban and rural-farm residents in the frequency of employment in that
occupation. For instance, 5 times the proportion of urban white males as rural-
farm white males were employed as clerical workers, sales workers, and service
workers, whereas the proportions employed as manufacturing and construction
laborers did not differ greatly between the two groups.

The general occupational pattern of rural-nonfarm white males more nearlY
approached that of the urban than of the rural-farm groups. However, rural-
nonfarm white raales had a higher proportion of their employment as mechanics,
construction craftsmen, drivers and deliverymen, operatives, and laborers (other
than farm laborers) than did either urban or rural-farm white males.

The occupational pattern of nonwhite males differed from that of white
males, although the sharp differences between the residence classifications also
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persist for this group. About one-sixth of the urban nonwhite males were em-
ployed as service workers and one-tenth as laborers. In general, nonwhite
male employment was more heavily concentrated in the occupations usually
requiring less formal education and fewer skills. Even so, there was a marked
difference between urban nonwhite males and rural-farm nonwhite males,
three-fourths of the latter being employed as farmers and farm managers or
farm laborers and farm foremen. Apart from these two occupational groups,
no other occupational group accounted for more than 5 percent of the employ-
ment of rural -farm nonwhite males. As with white males, the occupational
distribution for rural-nonfarm nonwhite males was somewhere between the
urban and rural-farm groups. Except for the fact that farm laborers and farm
foremen accounted for one-fifth of the occupations reported by the rural-non-
farm nonwhite males, the occupational distribution of this group was closer
to that of urban than rural-farm males.

The occupational distribution of white females did not show the great dis-
parities for different residence groups that were exhibited for males (table
VII-3). In fact, the major differences were in the higher proportion of rural-
farm women employed as farmers and farm managers and as farm laborers and
farm foremen and the lower proportion employed as clerical workers. Among
white females, there was little difference between residence classifications as to
the proportion employed in professional, technical, and kindred occupations;
operatives; service workers; laborers; and several other occupational groups.
Apart from the proportion employed in agricultural occupations and as serv-
ice workers, the employment patterns for rural-farm and rural-nonfarm white
females were relatiitely similar.

Table VII-3.-OCCUPATIONAL GROUP OF EMPLOYED FEMALES, BY RESIDENCE
AND COLOR, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITEP STATES: 1960

Occupation group

White Nonwhite

Total
Rural

farm

Rural
bon-
farm

Urban
Rural
farm

Rural

bon-
farm

Urban,

Total sployed 100,0 100.0 ..__ 1C0,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Protessicsal, technical. and kindred workers 13.0 12.8 13.0 14.0 5.3 6.7 7.7

Farmers end farm monomers 0.6 9.4 0.3 0.1 10.8 1.3 0.1

Managers, officials, and proprietors, exc. farm. 3.7 2.3 4.5 4.0 0.5 1.1 1.2

Clerical and kindred workers 29.7 17.1 24.1 35.7 1.0 2.3 9.8

Sales workers 7.8 6.1 8.6 8.9 0.8 1.1 1.9

Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 1.2 0.9 1.2 1.3 0.2 0.3 0.8

Operatives and kindred workers:
Curable goods manufecturing 4.0 2.9 4.7 4.4 0.3 0.7 2.3

Nondurable good 'manufacturing 8.2 10.9 12.9 7.6 1.9 3.9 5.5

karsanufacturirg industry 3.1 2.6 3.0 2.7 2.4 4.1 6.1

Private household workers 7.9 5.6 5.7 3.7 35.0 47.6 32.1

&mice workers, except private household 13.4 10.5 15.6 11.S 7.7 16.1 22.1

Perm laborers end farm foremen 1.1 13.1 0,y 0.1 30.2 9.2 0.5
Laborers.except farm and due 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.7 1.1 0.9
Occupation not reported 5.7 4.7 4.7 $.5 3.3 4.4 8.9

Source : 1960 Census of Population, Vol. I, Characteristics o/ the Population, Part 1. United
States Summary. tables 87 and 88.
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The occupational grouping for nonwhite females did not follow the pattern for
white females. Instead, there were sharp differences in employment patterns
between nonwhite and white females and between residence categories for
nonwhite females. The proportion of nonwhite females employed as profes-
sional, technical, and kindred workers; clerical workers; operatives in manu-
facturing; managers and officials; and sales workers was much lower than for
white females, and the proportion declined markedly from the urban to the rural
sector. More than 40 percent of the rural-farm nonwhite women were work-
ing as farmers and farm managers or as farm laborers and farm foremen, and
another 35 percent worked in private households. Almost half of the rural-
nonfarm nonwhite women were employed in private households and one-
sixth as service workers. Thus, the combination of private household, service,
or agricultural employment accounted for 74 percent of all rural-nonfarm
and 84 percent of all rural-farm nonwhite females.

There was a marked tendency for rural-farm males to be working in occupa-
tions that generally required less formal education and fewer skills. This ten-
dency was more evident for nonwhites than whites. Rural-nonfarm males
occupied an intermediate place in the occupational structure. There was no
straig differentiation among the residence groups in the occupational pattern
of white females.

The occupational grouping suggests that the major source of employment for
rural-farm males was still in an agricultural occupation. If their primary em-
ployment was elsewhere, it was likely to be in occupations which probably were
lower paying and required less formal education and/or fewer technical skills.
Rural white females, on the other hand, seemed more likely to be employed in
occupations which were relatively higher on the pay scale and less likely to be
subject to economic uncertainty. Rural nonwhites, however, were frequently
employed as farm laborers or as private household or service workers. All three
categories were low paying occupations requiring fewer skills and/or less formal
education.

Regional differences in occupational distributions

The occupational distribution of rural males differed substantially from one
area to another as well as from that of urban males (fig. VII-1) . Distributions
are shown for rural-farm and rural-nonfarm white males in tables VII-4 and
VII-5.

The proportion of rural-farm white males employed as farmers and farm
managersmore than 80 percentwas substantially higher in the West North
Central Division than in any other area. Surprisingly, employment in these oc-
cupations was less frequent in the South than in the Nation as a whole. This
highlights the error of using the term "less developed" as synonymous with a
high proportion of persons employed in agriculture.
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In the Middy Atlantic and East North Central Divisions, employment of
white rural-farm males as operatives in durable manufacturing industries was
the second most frequently reported occupation, following agriculture. In the
South Atlantic and Pacific Divisions, the most frequent occupations other than
agriculture were those of managers, officials, and proprietors. In general, the
employment of rural-farm white males who were not engaged in agriculture
was distributed among the remaining occupational groupings, with some con-
centration in occupations classed as operatives. Relatively few of the males
in this group in any area were employed as laborers in manufacturing, con-
struction, or other nonfarm work.

Table VII-4.-OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED RURAL-FARM
WHITE MALES, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

_ ____

oceupstion group
N.'

Eng-
land

Middle
At-

'antic

test
North

teal

West

North
Can-
tral

South

AAt-ntic

East
South
Cep.
tral

Wert
South
Cen-
tail

Noun.
lain

Ps-
eine

total **lord 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Professioaal, technical, A kindn.d rims. 3.5 2.6 2.0 0.9 2.4 2.1 1.9 1.7 2,6Fervors and term senates 41.5 46.7 52.4 69.6 45.7 49.9 50.9 55.2 42,7managers, officials, prtcr's, exc. farm. 4.9 3.6 2.6 1,5 4.5 3.3 3.3 2,6 4.3:lerical and kindred workers 2.1 1.0 1.9 1.0 2.6 2.2 1.8 1.1 1.5Sales workers 2.0 1.7 1.5 1.0 3.0 2.3 1.7 1.1 1.0:rartseen, foreern. A kindred workers:
Construction craft/mon 2.6 2.7 2.7 1.0 4.3 4.3 3.0 2.1 2,9Foreman (a.* c.) 1.1 0,9 0.9 0,3 1.1 0.8 0.6 0,6 1.0Mechanics and repairmen 2,4 2,4 2.3 1.2 2.5 2.1 2.0 1.6 2.4Metal cr.:teem, except mechanics 1.1 1.2 1.5 0.3 0.6 0,6 0.4 0.3 O.6Other erartman 1.2 1.4 1,2 0.5 1.4 1,1 1.4 0.0 1.2Operatives and kindred markers:
Drivers sad deliverysen. 3.3 3,4 3,0 1.9 3.4 4.1 5.1 2.6 3.7Other oporetivee:

Durable goods asnurecturiAN 3.2 4,1 5.9 1.3 2.8 3.3 1.6 0.0 2.4Nondurable 'Node sanurscturirg 2.8 2.0 1.9 0.9 4.3 2.6 1.1 0.6 1.1Nceemmiarecturirg industry 1.7 2.0 1.9 1,3 I 2.6 2.5 3.1 2.5 2,0Private houaehold workers 0.2 0,1 - - - - - - 0.1Service workers. exc. private hsid 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.6rare laborers and rare foremen 17.2 15.3 11.3 12.2 11.4 11.4 14,3 20.6 21,4Laborers, except rare and atm:
Construction 1.1 1.2 1.0 0.7 1.0 1.3 1.2 0.8 0.7Manufecturing 2,2 1.7 1,6 0.6 1.7 2.0 1.2 0.9 2,4Other indlstries 1,9 1,3 1,0 0.0 1.1 1.0 1.2 1,3 1.7Occupation not reported 2.6 2.3 2.3 1.5 2.2 1.9 2.0 1.0 2.0

- Represents zero.
Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

The distribution of occupations for rural-nonfarm white males showed some-
what less variation from one geographical area to another. In the East North
Central, Middle Atlantic and New England Divisions, there was a heavier con-
centration of this group in durable manufacturing. Except in the West, there
were relatively few farm laborers and farm foremen among these males, but
in several divisions an occupation frequently reported was that of farmer or farm
manager. This probably arises from classifying one of the residences on a farm
with multiple houses as a rural-nonfarm residence, even though the people living
there actually are engaged in farming. This could account for the smaller
numbers showp for the rural-farm population by the census in 1960 than in the
Current Population Survey for the same year.
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Table V111-5.--OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED RURAL-NONFARMWHITE MAULS, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Occupation Slot*
Nay

Eng'tad
Middle

at-ionic

Lest
North
Con-
tree

West
North
Con-
trsl

South,,--lantie

Lest
South
Can-
trsl

West
Smith
Cen-
teal

Noun-
teen

Pa-Pa-
eifie

Total employed 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Professional, technical, & kindred Acre. 11.7 9.11-"- 7.8 8.2 7.0 6.5 6.6 1.9 9.3Parsers and farm tesnsgers 1.1 1.4 2.3 6.8 2.8 5.0 5.4 5.1 2.6Managers, officials, prove's, see. farm. 11.3 9.4 9.5 12.9 10.3 9.3 10.7 11.7 10.6Clerical and kindred workers 5.1 3.3 5.1 4.8 5.0 4.6 4.2 3,1 3.7Sales 'orbiers 6.2 5.5 5.3 5.9 6.2 5.6 4.6 3,1 4.6Craftsmen, r011111111. 6 kindred umbers:COMItra UM craftsmen 7.5 7.4 7.0 7.3 8.9 8.7 0.5 7.6 7.4Foremen (n.e.c.) 3.3 3.2 3.1 1.9 3.2 2.7 2.4 24 2.4Mechanics and repairmen 6.0 6.7 6.6 6.3 6.6 6.1 6.0 5.9 5.9Natal craftsmen, except mechanics 3.9 3.3 4.1 1.4 1.7 2.0 1.3 1.0 1.9Other eraf tamen 3.7 4.3 3.8 3.3 3.9 3.4 4.5 3.6 3.9°Verlaine. and kindred workers:
drivers and dsliverywn 5.2 6.0 6.2 7.1 6.0 7.4 7.4 5.11 5.9Other operstives:

Durable goods manufacturing 7.3 8.9 12.3 3.6 3.1 6.6 3.7 2.7 6.1Nondurable goods manufacturing 6.2 4.1 3.7 1.7 1.8 5.4 3.3 1.2 1.9tionasnufacturing industry 3.0 5.6 5.1 6.0 7.2 8.5 9.4 10.3 5.1Privets household workers 0.3 0.2 0.1 3.1 0.1 . Oa 0.1 0.1Servlei workers
'
etc. private hold 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.5 3.5 3.2 3,8 5.2 4.1Farm laborers ..,,4 farm foremen 2,3 2.1 2.4 4.2 3.0 3.9 6.6 8.9 8.9Laborers, except farm end sliese

Construction 1.7 2.0 1.6 2.1 1.6 2.2 2.3 2.3 1.6Maenefecturing 2.4 3.9 3.2 1.7 2.7 3.6 2.6 2.1 3.2Jther industries 2.8 2.6 2.1 3.6 2.7 2.5 3,3 4.3 3.0Occupation not reported 4.4 3.9 3.7 2.8 3.7 3.0 3.3_ 2.9 4.2
Source Retabulated and computed from data In 1980 Census of Population

The importance of farming as an occupation
The distribution of occupations for different geographic areas shows thatfarm operators make up only a small proportion of the total labor force. But,do these aggregate statistics hide the fact that in certain areas farmers and farmmanagers are important, or even dominant in the labor force?

The data in table VII-6 show the importance of farm operators in the totallabor force of counties in different geographic regions. The counties are tabu-lated according to the percentage of farm operators in the total labor force inthe county.

In the Northeast, there were no counties in which farm operators exceeded30 percent of the labor force, and farm operators made up more than 10 percentof the labor force in only 16 percent of the counties. In other words, taking thework force as a criterion, there were no counties predominantly agricultural inthe Northeast.

There was considerable difference between the two divisions of the NorthCentral Region. In the East North Central Division the pattern was similar tothat in the Northeast with farm operators making up less than 20 percent ofthe labor force in three-fourths of the counties. In contrast, in the West NorthCentral Division, farm operators made up one-third or more of the labor forcein 61 percent of the counties indicating that there were many counties in whichagriculture was the largest single-if not the dominant-occupation.
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Despite the belief that many areas of the South are predominantly agricul-
tural, there are relatively few counties in that region where farm operators made
up more than 30 percent of the labor force. Most of the counties where this
situation existed were found in the East South Central Division, which evidenced
more rurality in this regard than did the West South Central Division. For the
South as a whole, farm operators constituted less than 20 percent of the labor
force in two-thirds of the lunties.

There was a marked contrast between the Mountain and Pacific Divisions
within the Western Region. two-thirds of the counties in the Pacific Division,
farm operators were less than 10 percent of the labor force, and farmers ex-
ceeded one-third of the labor force in only 3 percent of the counties. In the
Mountain Division, farm operators represented a third or more of the county
labor force in about 19 percent of the counties.

In only about 20 percent of the counties of the conterminous United States
did farm operators represent as much as 30 percent of the county labor force.
The majority of these counties were located in the West North Central, East
South Central, and West South Central Divisions. Elsewhere, farm operators were
a distinct minority in the labor force in almost every county. Thus, not only has
farming as an occupation declined in total, bL: it also has declined in every
area to the extent that there are few count; ere farming is a dominant
cot'rce of employment.

Location, city size, and occupational distribution. The discussion thus far has
centered upon occupational distribution by residence classification, sex, and
color. While these classifications show significant differences in occupational
patterns, they also mask others. It as assumed that some of these differences
were associated with the proximity )f the county of residence to urban areas.
This was tested by sorting the occupational distribution for each residence group,
sex, and color by the distance of the county of residence from a standard metro-
politan statistient area cry...11.y and Ey the size-distance variable. (For explana-
tion of measurement procedure, see chapter I, page 17.) A summary of these
sorts is shown in tables VII-7 and VII-8. The basic data underlying these sum-
mary tables are included in appendix tables A-17 through A-20.

In the summary tables, a plus sign ( ) means that there i3 a significant posi-
tive relationship between closeness to an SMSA or size-distance variable and
the frequency of employment in the occupation in question (as measured by
its percentage of total employment) .2 Thus, the closer the county to an SMSA,
the greater the frequency of a given occupation in the total occupational struc-
ture of that county. A minus sign ( ) means that the relationship between
proximity and the frequency of an occupation in the total distribution is negative.
A zero (0) means there is no statistically significant relationship beween an oc-
cupation and the distance variable or the size-distance variable. In other words,
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a plus sign indicates that the occupation is relatively more frequent when closer
to SMSA's, a minus sign, that it is relatively less frequent, and a zero that it
is not related to size or size - distance..

These relationships may arise from two sources. First, the total occupational
distribution or frequency of an occupation may be related to distance from an
SMSA or to city size. If so, one would expect to find that the relationship would
appear for all three re4:dence groups. Seco4id, the nature of some of the occupa-
tions may be suds that one residence group is better qualified than another
because of educaticn, experience, or interest. In this case, one would expect to
find that the relationship between distance and/or size-distance would appear
for one or More of the residence groups, but not for all of them.

The summary relating to males (table VII-7) indicates that for several
occupational groups the frequency of employment for all residence groups was
associated with distance from an SMSA and the size-distance variable. Thus, the
proportion of farmers and farm managers in the occupational distribution de-
clined as the county of residence was closer to an SMSA, and was negatively
related to the size-distance variable. This relationship held for almost all of the
residence classifications. The same was generally true for the frequency of
employment as farm laborers and farm foremen. Conversely, the proportion of
males employed as metal craftsmen and operatives in durable manufacturing
generally rose as one approached an SMSA, and it was positively related to the
size-distance variable. More of the occupational distributions appeared to be
related to the distance from an SMSA than to the variable taking both city size
and distance into account.

Perhaps the most striking summary on males is the strong relationship between
distance from an SMSA and occupational distribution for rural-farm white
males, for whom the frequency of employment in most of the occupational cate-
gories appeared to be related to the distance from an SMSA. In 17 of the 20 occu-
pational classifications, there was some relationship between distance from an
SMSA and frequency of employment in the occupation. This was in sharp con-
trast to rural-farm nonwhite males whose frequency of employment in the occu-
pation was related to distance for only four occupations. In general, occupational
distribution for white males, regardless of residence classification, w-es more often
related to distance than was the case for nonwhite males. Also, for white males,
the relationship between distance and occupation was about as frequent as was
the case when city size was taken into account as well as distance. For urban and
rural-nonfarm nonwhite males, there generally were fewer relationships between
distance and occupational distribution than between size-distance and occupa-
tion. There was little relationship between any nonfarm occupation and either
distance or size-distance for rural-farm nonwhite males.

In general, the frequency of employment of white femalesregardless of resi-
denceas operatives in durable manufacturing was positively related to prox-



T
ab

le
 V

II
 -

9.
-P

r 
ac

ze
rr

 o
r 

E
M

PL
O

Y
E

D
M

A
L

E
S,

 B
y 

IN
D

U
ST

R
Y

 G
R

O
U

P 
A

N
D

 R
as

io
r.

sc
a,

PO
R

 T
on

 U
na

rm
 S

T
A

T
E

S:
 1

96
0,

 1
95

0,
A

N
D

 1
94

0

[D
at

a 
fl

oc
 1

96
0 

in
cl

ud
e 

A
la

sk
a 

an
d 

H
aw

ai
i]

Z
d
a
s
t
r
g

T
o
t
a
l

M
u
r
a
l
 
f
a
r
m

P
u
r
a
 
m
a
m
a

R
e
m

1
9
6
0

1
9
5
0

1
9
4
0

1
9
6
0

1
9
5
0

1
9
4
0

1
9
6
0

1
9
5
0

1
9
4
0

1
9
6
0

1
1
6
0

1
9
4
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
s
w
i
m
s
"

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
1
4
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

i
g
r
i
c
a
l
a
a
r
a
,
t
o
r
e
a
t
r
g
,
 
s
a
l
 
f
i
s
h
e
r
f
a
s

9
.
0

1
5
.
9

2
3
.
5

6
9
.
5

7
6
.
3

6
3
.
4

1
0
.
1

1
1
.
0

9
.
4

1
.
5

1
.
5

1
.
5

M
a
m
b
a
 
e
n
d
 
e
a
a
s
t
r
e
e
t
l
d
m
.

9
.
9

1
0
.
5

6
.
6

5
.
5

5
.
0

3
.
5

1
4
.
9

1
6
.
0

1
6
.
9

6
.
9

9
.
7

6
.
2

I
l
m
a
t
a
a
t
a
r
l
a
g

3
0
.
2

2
7
.
0

2
4
.
2

1
0
.
7

6
.
5

5
.
6

3
0
.
9

2
6
.
6

2
5
.
4
1

3
2
.
3

3
2
.
0

3
2
.
0

T
r
a
r
g
o
r
t
a
t
t
a
a
 
a
w
l
 
a
u
r
r
a
l
e
a
t
l
a
s
o

4
1
.
5

9
.
2

6
.
1

2
.
6

2
.
2

1
.
5

7
.
4
1

4
1
.
4
1

4
1
.
5

9
.
4

1
1
.
1

1
1
-
0

1
6
a
l
a
i
p
a
l
e
 
t
o
a
d
s
.
 
T
a
a
l
 
e
n
d
 
d
a
i
r
y
 
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
s
t
a
r
e
s
.

*
W
m
 
m
i
l
 
d
e
t
a
i
n
s
(
 
p
l
a
c
e
s
,
 
a
t

M
a
l
l
 
l
e
a
d
s

1
7
.
0

1
7
.
1

1
6
.
2

5
.
1

3
.
3

2
.
5

1
5
.
6

1
6
.
1

1
7
.
1

1
1
.
6

2
1
.
0

2
2
.
0

F
l
a
w
a
s
e
,
 
l
a
s
s
z
e
m
m
,
 
a
i
d
 
z
e
a
l
 
e
s
t
a
t
e

3
.
4

2
.
4
1

3
.
0

0
.
5

0
.
3

0
.
2

1
.
9

1
.
6

2
.
0

4.
1

3.
9

4.
5

ro
ur

es
 s

al
l =

pa
ir 

ae
rw

le
ss

2.
9

3.
0

2.
3

0.
1

0.
11

0.
5

2.
9

3.
9

3.
1

3.
2

.
4

2
.
9

P
r
i
v
e
t
s
 
b
a
a
s
a
l
l
u
a
b
t
 
e
m
i
 
p
o
m
m
e
l
 
a
a
r
v
l
e
a
a

2
.
5

2
.
9

3
.
3

0
.
5

.
0
.
4

0
.
5

2
.
1

2
.
6

3
.
3

2
.
9

"
4
6

4
.
6

I
s
t
a
r
t
a
l
a
m
a
t
 
m
e

ra
er

oa
tto

a
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
*
.

a
b
s
a
a
t
i
a
a
1
 
s
t
o
m
a
s
,
 
w
e
l
f
a
r
e
,
 
r
a
n
e
e
"
,
 
a
l
l

m
a
m
p
a
o
l
l
t
a
s
a
b
a
r
a
L
t
a
l
o
r
a
c
a
l
a
a
t
l
a
r
.
 
e
n
d

W
ar

0.
6

1
.
0

0
.
9

0
.
1

.
.
-
.
-
 
,

0
.
1

0
.
6

0
.
4
1

0
.
9

0
.
9

1
.
3

1
.
3

P
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l
a
n
d
 
:
e
l
a
t
e
d
 
s
e
r
v
I
r
a
s

6
.
9

4
.
4
1

4
.
3

1
.
6

1
.
0

1
.
0

6
.
2

5
.
0

3
.
6

7
.
4
1

3
.
7

5
.
4

P
a
l
l
s
 
a
d
a
d
a
t
a
t
r
a
t
l
a
a
.

5
.
3

4
.
5

4
.
2

1
.
5

1
.
0

0
.
6

4
.
1

3
.
9

5
.
5

6
.
0

5
.
7

5
.
3

l
a
6
a
s
i
t
o
 
m
a
t
 
s
a
g
o
r
i
e
d
.

3
.
6

1
.
3

1
.
3

1
.
6

1
.
1

0
.
6

2
.
7

1
.
7

1
.
9

4
.
2

1
.
2

1
.
5

So
ur

ce
: l

et
ab

ul
at

ed
 a

nd
 c

om
pu

te
d 

fr
om

 d
at

a 
la

 1
14

0
C

en
su

s 
of

 P
op

ul
at

io
n.



EMPLOYMENT OF RURAL PEOPLE 163

imity to an SMSA (table VII-8). The frequency of nonfarm white female
employment as service workers was negatively related to distance from an SMSA.
Unlike the situation for white males, the frequency of employment in different
occupations for rural-farm females was less often related to the distance and size-
distance variables than for nonfarm residents. In fact, for both white and non-
white rural-farm females, there was less relationship between occupational distri-
bution and the proximity to urban areas than for any other residence group.

The employment of rural-farm males in agriculture was strongly related to the
distance of the county of residence from an SMSA but less strongly related to the
variable measuring both size and distance. As the county of residence was closer to
an SMSA, agricultural employment declined, and nonfarm employment rose.
This, together with the fact that rural-farm white males employed outside of
agriculture tended to be employed in occupations related to both city size and
distance, meant that the entire occupational structure fc- rural-farm males was
closely related to proximity to urban areas. Even though a higher proportion of
rural-farm nonwhite males was employed in agriculture, the total occupational
pattern did not appear to be as closely related to proximity to urban areas as in
the case of whites.

The occupational distribution of female employment appears generally less
related to proximity to urban areas than is the case for males. Moreover, despite
their more frequent employment in agriculture, the occupational pattern of em-
ployed rural-farm females is less related to the proximity to urban areas than is
that of their urban and rural-nonfarmcounterparts.

It was not surprising to find that the proportion of persons employed in agri-
culture was directly related to distance from urban areas and inversely to the size
of the area. What w-is surprising, however, was to find that the entire occupa-
tional structure of rural-farm white males was related to the location of the com-
munities in which they lived. It is not at all apparent why this should be the case
for rural-farm IA ,site males but not for rural-farm nonwhite males or for females.
Much more attention needs to be given to the relationship between location and
occupational structure.

Industry of employment
The changes in the industry of employment that have occurred over the past

two decades have been largely in response to the greater economic rewards in
nonfarm industries than were available in agriculture. Thus, there has been both
an absolute and relative decline in the number of persons employed in agri-
culture. Employment of males in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries declined from
23.5 percent of the employed workers in 1940 to 9.0 percent in 1960 (table
VII-9) .

Most of this change has been the result of the great decline, both absolute
and relative, in the number of rural-farm males employed in agriculture. The
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proportion of urban males employed in agriculture has remained stable over the
last two decades at 1.5 percent, and the proportion of rural-nonfarm males em-
ployed in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries was slightly higher than in 1940.
During this same period, the proportion of rural-farm males employed in agri-
culture dropped from 83.4 to 69.5 percent of the total. Since the number of
rural-farm males also declined sharply over this period, the actual decrease in
agricultural employment was very large.

The contrasting changes in industry of employment among residence groups
is of some interest. Although the proportion of males employed in manufacturing
has grown over the past two decades, the proportion of urban males so employed
has remained unchanged. However, the proportion of rural-nonfarm males em-
ployed in manufacturing has risen by about one-fifth since 1940; the proportion
of rural-farm males so employed has almost doubled.

Similar changes can be noted in the wholesale and retail trades. Although
the proportion of urban and rural-nonfarm males employed in these trades has
declined slightly over the past two decades, the proportion of rural-farm males
has more than doubled.

In 1960, two industry groupsagriculture, forestry, and fisheries and manu-
facturingemployed 80.2 percent of all rural-farm males, but only 41.0 percent
of rural-nonfarm males and 33.8 percent of urban males (fig. VII-2).

The changes in industry of employment for females have been most striking
for rural-farm females (table VII-10) . While there has been a sharp decline in
the proportion of rural-farm females employed in agriculture since 1940, the per-
centage of urban and rural-nonfarm females employed in agriculture--although
smallhas risen. The proportion of all females working in manufacturing
remained relatively stable over the 20-year span at about one-fifth, as a decline
in the proportion of urban females was offset by a rise reported for rural-farm
and rural-nonfarm females.

In the two decades, 1940-60, there was a decline of one-half in the proportion
of females employed in personal services. This decline occurred in every resi-
dence group at about the same rate, the proportions by 1960 being similar for
all three residence groups. There was an increase in the percentage of females
employed in education, hospitals, and other professional and related services
in each residence group from 1940 to 1960. By 1960 these services employed about
one-fifth of all employed females in each residence group.

In general, over the period from 1940 to 1960 the pattern of industry of em-
ployment of rural-farm females became more like that of urban and rural-non-
farm females. The largest remaining differences in 1960 were the much higher
proportion of rural-farm females employed in agriculture and the substantially
lower proportion employed in manufacturing and in the wholesale and retail
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trades. As in the case of occupational distribution, employment patterns by in-
dustry showed fewer differences between rural and urban females than were
found between their male counterparts.

There were geographical differences in the industry of employment of rural-
farm males (table VII-11). It was somewhat surprising to note that the per-
centage of rural-farm white males employed in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries
was lowest in the South Atlantic Division. Indeed, throughout the South, the pro-
portion of white males employed in agriculture was similar to that found in the
Northeast, generally considered to be the area where agriculture is of least im-
portance. It was in the West North Central and Mountain Divisions that agricul-
ture was the chief source of employment for three-fourths or more of the white
farm males.

Table VII-11.-PERCENT OF EMPLOYED RURAL-FARM WHITE MALES BY
INDUSTRY GROUP, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:1960

industry gray New
Nog-
leod

"16414
At-

lantie

Last
North
con-
tral

West
North
con-
trot'

SaithAt-
lentic

last
South

c. h.
tral

Welt
South
c.n.
tral

?tam-
Min

ps -

cute

Total employed 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Agriculture, forestry, and fisheries 60.8 62.7 64.1 82.3 51.3 62.3 68.6 77.3 66.6Mining and emstructim 4.9 3.9 5.0 3.3 7.3 8.0 8.0 4.9 4.9Manufacturing:

Machinery, electrical machine*,
equipment and supplies 2.4 2.8 4.0 0.9 0.9 1.1 0.6 0.2 0.5Motor vehicles and equipment

furniture, 6 %umber 6 rood products,

primary metal Industries, and other
durable goods

1.2

6.2

1.2

5.8

2.9

5.2

0.4

1.2

0.6

5.2

0.7

5.8

0.6

3.1

0.2

2.2

0.7

6.4rood sod kindred products 1.4 1.9 2.0 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.1 1.3 2.1Textile mill products 1.3 0.5 0.1 4.1 0.1 0.1 - 0.1Apparel and other fabricated textile
psvduet. 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.7 0.1 -Printing, publishing, and allied
products, chemical I allied products,
and other nondurable gmile

hailsvad mid railway 'prose services,
trucking lorries* & warehousing, other
transportation 6 commumication,
utilities I smiler, services

3.1

2.8

2.4

3.2

2.2

2.7

0.7

1.9

2.4

2.9

2.2

3.2

1.4

2.8

0.5

2.8

1.2

3.2Wholesale trod, 1.8 1.2 1.3 1.0 1.4 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.6?cod mod dairy products stores 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.4 1.6 1,5 1.2 0.4 0.7!stirs mod drinking p1mes O.: 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3Other retail trade 3.0 3.1 3.0 2.1 4.5 3.6 3.4 2.4 3.0Finance, insurance, and real 'stet* 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.9Business and repair services 1.0 0.9 0.3 0.6 1.0 1,1 0.9 0.7 1.0Private household and vibes persnmal
services 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.6 0,5 0.5 0.5 0.7Inlertalmemnt and recreation services

gducational services, welfare, relig.,
&nonprofit sembership organisations

0.2

1.4

0.2

1.2

0.2

1.0

0.1

0.9

0.2

1.1

0.1

1.1

0.1

1.1

0.1

0.9

0.2

1.1Moepitals 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2Other professional and related wervicee 0.9 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.6 0,4 0.4 0.3 0.7Public Malnistration 2.0 1.4 1.3 1.0 2.6 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.9Industry not reported 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.8

- Represents zero.
Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Patterns of employment of rural-farm males in other industries also varied by
geographic area. In the East North Central and Middle Atlantic Divisions,
durable goods manufacturing was a major source of employment. Textile mills



EMPLOYMENT OF RURAL PEOPLE 169

were much more important sources of employment in the South Atlantic than in
other divisions. Construction and mining also were of much greater importance
in the three southern divisions than elsewhere.

Apart from these few differences the general pattern of industry of employment
of rural-farm white males differed little from one geographic area to another.
Agriculture was the dominant source of employment. In every area, three in-
dustry classifications accounted for employment of 80 percent or more of all
rural-farm white males, namely (1) agriculture, forestry, and fisheries; (2) con-
struction and mining; and (3) manufacturing. These were industries in which
technical change and automation were having the greatest impact, so that the
long time trend in employment in these industries has been downward. As long
as this trend continues, the prospects are not bright for rapid increases in the
relative income levels of rural-farm families.

As in the case of males, the industry of employment of rural-farm white fe-
males varied considerably from one geographic area to another (table VII-12) .

Table V11-12.-PERCENT OF EMPLOYED RURAL-FARM WHITE FEMALES BY
INDUSTRY GROUP, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

ir:D:1118Sr, group

Mew

24A-
land

Middle

At-
lactic

last
North
Con-
tral

.

WP"
North
Con-
tral

&AAA
At-
1111°4

East
South
Con-
teal

West
South
Con-
teal

Moue-
rain

Pa-
stria

4

Total employed 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0_ 101003_ 103.0_ 100.0 100,0

Agriculture, forestry, and fisheries 20.6 25.6 24.6 34.0 19.7 12.7 23.7 23.3 27.9
Mining and construction 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.7
Manufacturing:

Machinery, electrical machinery,
equipment and supplies 3.3 3.4 4.6 1.1 1.4 1.9 0.7 0.2 0.3

Motor vehicles and equipment 0.6 0.5 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.3
Furniture, A lumber A woad products,
primary metal industries, and other
durable goods 4.2 3.3 3.9 1.0 1.4 2.5 1.2 0.5 1.2

Food and kindred products 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.6 1.3 2.1 3.0 4.2
Textile mill products 2.1 1.9 0.4 0.1 10.2 3.2 0.4 0.1 0.2
Apparel one other fabricated textile

products 2.0 6.1 1.7 2.6 11.4 21.6 5.1 0.3 0.3
Printing, publishing, and allied
products, chemical A allied products,
aid miler nondurable rods 4.9 4.1 3.6 2.8 2.4 3.1 2.1 1.0 1.1

Nal:road and railway express services,
trutking sortie's A warehousing, other
transportation i communication,

utilities A sanitary services 2.2 2.1 2.2 1.6 2.0 1.7 2.3 3.5 2.9
Whooltsele trod. 1.4 0.9 1.3 1.3 1.1 0.9 1.2 1.9 3.1
Food and dairy products stores 1.3 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.9 3.4 3.1 2.0 2.2
hating and drinking places 2.5 3.3 4.4 4.4 2.1 3.0 4.5 5.6 3.6
Mar retail trade 5.0 5.4 6.4 5.7 6.7 7.4 6.9 7.5 7.1
Finance, insurance, and real estate 3.9 3.0 3.4 3.0 2.6 2.3 3.1 3.0 3.6
Business and repair services 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.9
Private nousehold aid other personal

aervicen 13.4 9.2 6.9 6.4 6.3 7.0 9.7 10.5 10.7
Entertainment and recreation services 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.5
Educational services, welfare relig.,
Al nonprofit membership organisations 12.9 11.6 12.2 12.7 12.0 14.1 13.6 15.9 12.6

Hospitals. 4.6 3.6 4.6 4.4 2.6 2.6 3.7 4.0 3.7
Other professional and related services 4.4 3.6 3.7 3.2 2.5 1.9 3.0 3.5 4.6
Public administration 4.0 3.0 3.2 3.3 4.0 3.6 4.1 6.3 4.7
Industry not reported 3.. 3.5 3.6 4.6 3.4 4.0 4.3 5.6 3.2

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1980 Census of Population.
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The proportion of white females employed in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries
was generally lower in the South than elsewhere, but it was very high in the
West North Central Division. Perhaps the most striking element in the regional
patterns was the high percentage of women in the South Atlantic and East
South Central Divisions employed in textile and/or apparel manufacturing. In
this area, these two industries accounted for more than one-fifth of the employ-
ment of rural-farm white females. The differences in other categories, of course,
offset the large differences in the two industry groups mentioned.

Summary

There are substantial differences in the occupational distribution and in-
dustry of employment between the rural and urban populations. The greatest
differences were for males.

Rural-farm males still were predominantly employed in agriculture as farmers
or farm laborers. If they were employed outside of agriculture, it was usually in
manufacturing or construction. In the nonfarm industries, they tended to be
concentrated in the lower paying occupations requiring less skill and/or educa-
tion. The occupational distribution of these males appeared to be strongly related
to the distance of the county of residence from an SMSA, less so for nonwhites
than for whites. Tabulations were not available relating industry of employ-
ment to proximity to urban areas.

Although agriculture was still the single industry employing the largest por-
tion of rural-farm females, the industrial and occupational pattern of females
differed less among the residence components than in the case of males. More-
over, the relationship between proximity to urban areas and occupational pat-
terns appeared to be much less strong for females than for males.

Despite the sharp shifts that have occurred in the occupational structure and
industry of employment of rural people in the last two decades, their employ-
ment patterns still differ significantly from those of the urban population. Rural
nonfarm residents were moving toward employment patterns of the urban
population, although they were much more heavily concentrated in the lower
paying occupations and industries. The employment patterns of rural-farm
residents remained quite different from those of nonfarm residents, especially
for males, while patterns for rural-farm females were converging toward those
of their nonfarm counterparts. Rural-farm males, however, have experienced
much less change and were less like their nonfarm counterparts. In other words,
rural-farm females can change, and have changed, their employment patterns
without a change in residence. Males, however, have tended to change their
residence classification as well as their employment patterns if they leave
agriculture.
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NOTES

$ Dale E. Hathaway and Arley D. Waldo, Multiple Jobholding by Farm Operators,
Research Bulletin No. 5 (Michigan State University Agricultural Experiment Station,
East Lansing, Mich., 1964).

' The significance was measured by calculating whether the regression coefficient of the
distance or size-distance variable upon the percentage of employment was significantly
different from zero (measured by the "t" test at the .05 level over the range of the size
or size-distance variable).



CHAPTER VIII

INCOME AND EARNINGS

Introduction

Great interest centers around the comparative income and earnings for dif-
ferent components of the American population. Current income is closely
related to economic welfare. Moreover, income tells us something about resource
allocation in our economy. Thus, even though there is a separate monograph on
income of the American people,' attention also will be given to the subject in
this chapter which deals largely with income comparisons between the urban
and rural populations. The next chapter discusses the results of statistical analy-
ses which attempt to explain the differences in income found between the
residence groups.

The income measured by the census of population includes wages, salaries,
net income from self-employment, and income from other sources. It does not
include income in kind, such as the value of home-produced food or owner-
occupied housing, nor does it include gifts, receipts from sale of property, insur-
ance benefits, bank withdrawals, or lump-sum inheritances.

The income measured is money income. This presents some problems in com-
paring the rural population with the urban inasmuch as the incomes of farm
families often contain a larger component of income in kind than do those of
urban families. It has been estimated elsewhere that the national median income
level of farm families ought to be adjusted upward by about 16 percent in order
to account for the value of home-produced food.2 However, there is no evidence
as to the quantity of home-produced food for rural-nonfarm and urban families,
so that this adjustment would represent the highest estimate. In addition, some
adjustment, which has not been made in the census data, probably ought to be
made to compensate for the somewhat higher living costs in urban areas.*

The data presented in this chapter consist of the income of families and of
persons 14 years old and over. The census also presents income data for unrelated
individuals and for families and unrelated individuals combined. However, there
were only 361,442 unrelated individuals in the rural-farm population of 13.4
million and 2.5 million unrelated individuals in the rural-nonfarm population of
40.6 million. Thus, it was decided that in discussing the earnings of the rural
population, the statistics used would be limited to the income of families'

The earnings statistics relate to the individual responsible for them. They do
not include transfer payments or other income, but essentially represent the wage
and salary income and/or net income from self-employment.

/ 7 2 44.44.iC 173
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The income and earnings statistics relate to the calendar year 1959. But the
data are classified by the place of residence of the individual or family at the
time of the 1960 census and the occupation shown for the individual is the one
reported at that time. To the extent that there was rural-urban movement or
occupational change, the data will be biased. Since the movement usually is
toward urban areas and to higher income occupations, this migration should tend
to reduce modestly the urban income level shown in the census from its actual
level in 1959 and to lower slightly the relative income advantage of the higher
income occupations.

The data that follow deal chiefly with median income and earnings. While the
inclusion of the complete distributions would be useful, limitations of space
prohibit it. The median rather than mean is used for two reasons: (1) the
median is not affected by the inclusion of a few very high incomes and, (2) means
are difficult to compute from the open-end classification system used by the cen-
sus for higher income levels.'

Median family income in 1959
Several observations concerning median family income in 1959 are in order

( table VIII -1) :
(1) The median income of white families in urban areas was significantly

higher than for rural-nonfarm white families in every division and region and
for the United States (fig. VIII-1). The median income of urban white families
for 1959 for the United States was $6,432, or 29 percent above the $4,976 calcu-
lated foi white rural-nonfarm families, and 85 percent above the median income
of $3,471 for rural-farm white families. Rural-nonfarm median income was

TABU Yin-I.-MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OF WHITE FAMILIES IN1959, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

Median the (dollars)1 Income ratio

Rural
tarn

Rural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to
tuna

merely

Urban to
royal
tam

Rural
motors to

coes1
fats

United States, total 3,L471 4,976 6,432 129.3 105.3 143.6
Roston.:
Northeast 4,398 5,6% 6,113 114.3 148.1 129.5North Central 3,397 1,205 6,623 122.2 104.1 144.7South

2,848 4,134 1,806 140.4 203.9 145.2wet 4,706 5,465 6,710 123.5 143.4 116.1

Divisions:
New Inland 4,2e? 3,883 6,287 106.9 146.7 137.11ftddlo Atlantic 4,421 5624 6,188 117.1 148.1 121.1last North Contra' 4,112 1,, 073 6,8E0 122.0 165.4 131./West North Central 3,193 4,410 6,128 138.9 191.9 131.1South Atlantic 3,070 4,500 6,0'1 133.6 196.1 146.6lest South Central 2,499 3,615 5,1 vu 134.8 223 9 144.7West Sk,ith Central 3,019 3,847 5,649 146.6 187.1 127.4Mountain 4,292 1,054 6,110 121.7 143.3 117.9Pacific 5,064 5,674 6,919 121.9 136.6 112.0

I Coefficient of variation among divisions Rural farm, 22.49; rural nonfarm, 17.23; urban,7.45.

Source: Retabulate4 and tompilted from data in 1060 Census of Population.
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closest to urban levels in New England. The relationship between urban income
and rural-nonfarm is similar in the Middle Atlantic, East North Central, Moun-
tain, and Pacific Divisions, where the median urban family income was about
one-fifth above the median level of rural- nonfarm families. In the other geo-
graphic divisions, urban levels exceeded rural-nonfarm levels by one-third to
one-half.

(2) The gap between median income levels was even wider between the
urban and rural-farm groups than between the urban and rural-nonfarm seg-
ments. For the conterminous United States the median income for urban white
families was 185 percent of the median for rural-farm white families. In the
Northeast and West, urban median income levels were one-third to one-half
higher than for rural-farm families. In other areas, the median level of urban
family income was from two-thirds tomore than twice as large as median income
for rural-farm families. It is worth noting that if the regions are ranked by the
absolute level of median family income in urban areas, the higher the absolute
urban level, the less the gap between rural-farm and urban families. In other
words, the higher the urban income level the closer the rural incomes in neigh-
boring areas will approach the urban level.

The variation in median family income among geographic divisions was much
lower for the urban component of the population than for the rural. It was
greatest for the rural-farm segment. Thus, the median family income level was
highest in urban areas in all regions and the variation was relatively small;
it was lowest in the rural-farm component of every region, where the relative
variation was great.

Several striking features are readily apparent in the income data for nonwhite
families (table V1ZI-2) . First, the median income of nonwhites was markedly
lower than for white families in the same residence component in the same geo-
graphic area, the only exception ; being in the rural-farm areas of the New Eng-
land and Pacific Divisions where the differences were less marked (table
VII 1-3 ) . With relatively few exceptions, the income of nonwhite families was
closer to that of white families in urban areas. Also, the disparity between urban
and rural income 1.t..ds generally was greater for nonwhites than for whites; that
is, for nonwhite families, the ratio of median income in urban areas to that in
rural-nonfarm and rural-farm was markedly higher than the !arm ratios for
white families. Thus, nonwhite urban families in the conterminous United States
had a median income almost twice that of rural-nonfarm nonwhite families and
almost three times that of rural-farm nonwhite families. This was because the
median figures for the United States were weighted by urban nonwhites in areas
outside of the South and by a large rural nonwhite population in the South.
Actually, the urban-rural-nonfarm ratio was lower for nonwhite families in the
New England, East North Central, and the Pacific Divisions'

In addition to the fact that the median income of nonwhite families was lower
than that for whit, families, the relative variation among geographic divisions
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was greater for nonwhites than for whites. As in the case of whhes, the greatest
relative variation among areas was found in the rural-farm residence group.Thus, the median family income of rural-farm nonwhites in the Pacific Division
was more than 4 times that of the nonwhites of the same residence group in the
East South Central Division.

TABLE VIII -2.- MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OF NONWHITE FAMILIESIN 1959, BY RESIDENCE, 14EGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUSUNITED STATES: 1960

Raglan end division

Median income (dolls:6)1
the retie

Rural
fans

Rural
tuatara Urban

Urban to
rural

wain
Urban to

rurel
faro

United States, total

Region.:
Northeast
North Central
South
West

Divisions:
New lagland

Middle Atlantic
Last North Control
West North Control
South Atlantic
East South Control
West South Control
Mountain
Pacific

Rural
welters to

sure/
Cass

1,253 1,171 3,663 193.0 292.3 141.9

2,865 3,877 4,392 113.3 153.3 133.31,879 2,769 4,392 151.6 233.7 147 41,199 1,773 2,043 160.3 237.1 147.:3,003 2,977 4,931 163.9 164.4 99.1

4,04/ 4,223 4,363 103.3 106.9 103.52,823 3,620 4,394 115.0 155.7 130.33,112 3,620 4,510 118.1 144.9 122.61,313 2,183 3,776 173.0 231.5 127.91,296 1,912 3,066 155.7 238.1 151.91,030 1,474 2,305 169.9 243.2 153.11,285 1,669 2,717 162.1 211.4 129.91,814 2,232 4,105 111.9 226.3 113.04,490 3,731 5,043 134.9 112.3 81.3

t Coefficient of variation among divisions : Rural farm, 83.80 rural nonfarm, 28.8022.90.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Table WI-S.-MEDIAN INCOME RATIO OF WHITE TO NONWHITE FAMILIESIN 1959, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUSUNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division Ratio of white to nonwhite median (mill Wes
Rural farm Rural nonfat& Urbo

United States, total

Regions t

Northeast
North Control
South
West

Divisiones
New England

Middle Atlantic

East North Central
West North Central

South Atlantic
lest South Central
West South Control
Mountain
'setae

272.0 263.0 176.6

191.4
237.5
156.7

105.0

1/6.7
132.1

201.7

236.9
242.6
234.9
236.6
112.8

146.,
181.0
233.2
183.6

139.2
147.2
143.9
202.0
227.0
245.3
230.5
226.4
151.1

140
110.6
2o6.2
i$6.1

166.1
140.!
190.!
162.,
195.1
225.4
20.4
149.0

Source : !Wilful& ted and computed from data In 1860 Census of Population.
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Several factors may account for the substantial differences in family income
found among residence groups, regions, and races. One may be the difference in
the number of income earners per family. Another may be the differing occupa-
tional distributions. A third factor may be the difference in earnings within occu-
pations. These will be discussed in the sections that follow.

Income of persons

Family income deals with the income of family units, which, in many cases,
include more than one individual with income. The data relating to the income
of persons pertain to all individuals 14 years old and over who have income, thus
generally identifying the income with those responsible for earning it.'

The median income of all persons 14 years old or over with income by division,
region, and for the conterminous United States is shown in table V111-4. This
table also shows the ratio of median income of persons in urban areas to the
medial,. in rural-nonfarm and rural-farm areas and the coefficient of variation in
the median income among divisions.

Table VIII-4.-MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OF PERSONS 14 YEARS
OLD AND OVER IN 1959, av RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE
CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Magian and division

Median income (dollara)t

aural
tan

Mural
wears Mon

Mon to
rural

wean

Insane ratio

Urban to
rural

tars

1Saral

motors to
rural

ten

Iritid States, total

Magian:
Northeset
North Central

South
west

Divisions:
Nev balm!
Middle Atlantic
last North Central
west North Central
South Atlantic
[set South Central
West South Central
Mountain
Pseitie

1,509 2,217 3,122 140.8 196.5 139.5

2,154
1,998

1,144

2,349

2,015
2,191
2,140
1,865
1,328
998

1,371
2,246
2,448

2,975
2,509

1,702

2,480

2,6ov
3,018
2,936
1973
1,,937

1,443
1,456
2,336

2,973

3,296
3,322

2,480
3,412

3,047
3,373
3,410
2,909
2,611
2,251
2,447
3,042

3#44,

110.8
132.4

145.7

137.6

101.8

111.8
118.2
147.4
134,8
156.0
168.1
131.9
134.0

133.0
166.3

216.8
145.3

131.2
113.9
162.1
136.0
231.5
225.6
178.5
137.2
142.4

138.1
125.6

148.8

105.6

142.9
137.7
137.2
105.8
171.7
144.6
106.2
104.0
105.1

I Coeeelent of variation among divisions Rural farm, 98.88: rural nonfarm, 26.881 urban.
15.24.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1060 Census of Population.

Outside of the South, there was relatively little variation within the residence
classifications among divisions. Perhaps the most striking feature was that the
ratio of urban to rural-farm mc dian income of persons was usually higher than

Lthe ratio of family incomes for he same two residence groups. This suggests that
even though personal incomes were relatively lower in rural-farm areas, the
typical farm family had more income earners than the typical urban family.
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This relationship was noticeable in the data for both whites (tables 7111-5
and VIII-6) and nonwhites. The markedly unfavorable ratio of personal
income for rural-farm white males to urban white males was evident, es-
pecially in the South as a whole and the West North Central Division of tae
North Central Region. The variation in the personal income of white males
among regions was greater for rural-farm males than for other residence groups,
with the relative variation about 3 times as high for rural-farm as for urban
groups.

Table VIII-5.-MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OF WHITE MALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER IN 1959, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS,
FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

Modica imam (dollars)1 Cocas ratio

Rural
fern

Rural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to

rural
nonfarm

Urban to
rural
fern

Rural
nonfarm to

rural

farm

United States,

Raglans:
Northeast 2,766
North Central 2,430
&WA 1,012
Vest 3,245

total 2,2153 3,539 4,792 135.4 209.9 155.0

Divisions:
New unison 2,592
Middle Atlantic 2,81)
East North Control 2,739
West North Control 2,262
South Atlantis 1,898
teat South Control 1,513
West South Control 2,069
Mountain 3,034
Pacific 3,447

4,205
3,937
2,662
3,864

4,145
4,229
4,310
3,181
3,084
2,471
2,664
3,621
4,010

4,752

5,056
4,247
5,099

4,4C7
4,871

5,191
4,612
4,329
4,156
4,112
4,621

5,221

113.0
128.4
148.4
132.0

106,3

115.2
120.4
143.0
140.4
168.2
157.0
127.6
130.2

171.8
207.4
234,4
137.1

170.0
173.2
119.5
203.9
228.1
274.3
202.1
152.3
151.5

152.0
161.1
157.9
119.1

159.9
150.3
137.4
140.6

162.5
163.1

126.6
119.2
116.)

I Coefficient of variation among divlsionej, Rural farm, 24.3: rural nonfarm, 18.8; urban, A.T.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data In 1060 Census of Population.

Tat' V111-6.-MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OP WHITE FEMALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER IN 1959, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS,
FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

Median income (dollaro)1 /neon' ratio

Rural
fern

Rural
nonfarm Urlon

Urban to
rural
nonfarm

Urban to
Rural

to
rural

rural
farm

tars

UMW, States, total

Regions:
northeast

North Central
South
West

Divisions:
Nev Uglier!

Middlo Atlantic
test North Control
Weft North Central
South Atlantic
test South Central
Meet South Central
Mountain
Pacific

826 1,016 1,636 161.0 198.1 123.0

961

631
794
822

916
974

880
776
871
759
740
740
874

1,280
964
963

1,283

1.279
1 046
878

1,169
091
800
970

1,059

1,127
1,525
1,504
1,650

1,700

1,874
1,599
1,393
,,691

1,4%
1,336
1,383

1,754

142.7
158.2
156.2

161.8

132.5
146.5
152.9
156.7
144.7
163.2

161.0
142.6
165.6

190.1
183.5
189.4

201.7

185.6
192,4

181.7
179.5
194.1

191.6
180.5

166.9
203.7

03.2
116.v
121.3
taci

140.1

131.3
114.9
113.1

12*.1
10.4
112.2

131.1
121,2

Coefficient of variation among divisions : Rural tarm, 10.2 ; rural nonfarm, 16.2 ; urban, 12.1.
Source : Retabulated and computed from do a In 1060 Census of Population.
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The personal income of white females did not follow the pattern of whitemales. Rural -farm females had less income disparity with their urban counter-parts than was the case with males. Moreover, the personal income of thesefemales did not show' the great regional differences that marked the income ofmales. For white females there was little difference in the relative geographicvariation among the residence groups.

Table VIII-7.-MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OF NONWHITE MALES14 YEARS OLD AND OVER IN 1959, BY RESIDENCE,
REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS,FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Raglan and divielau

Median income (dollars)1
income ratio

Rural
fare

Rural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
farm

Rural

Nonfarm to
rural

farm

Uni.ed States, total

ROOMS:
Northeast..
North Centre
South
West

Divisions:
New tmgland
Paddle Atlantic
fast North Central
West North Central

South Atlantic
got South Cantral
West South Central
Mountain
Pacific

773 1,235 2,761 22).6 357.2 159.8

1.91"
1,4.

744
1,966

1,734

1,023
1,747

867
781

676
785

1,289
2,575

2,307
1,424
1,145

1,819

2,233
2,328
1,725

1,190

1,303
932

1,023
1,546
1,983

3,310
3,488
2,153
3,591

3,209
3,318
3,637
2,899
2,209

1,892
2,073
2,950
3,692

143.5
244.9
188.0
197.4

143.7
142.5
210.8
243.6
175.7

203.0
202.6
190.8

186.2

112.2
334.7
289.4

112.7

115.1
110.0
208.2
334.4

293.1
279.9
264.1

228.9
143.4

127.0
136.7
153.9
92.5

128.8
127.7
911.7

137.3

166.8
137.9
130.3
119.9
77.0

I Coefficient of variation among divisions : Rural farm, 47.5 ; rural nonfarm, 32.6; urban, 23.0.Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Table VIII-8.--MEDIAN INCOME AND INCOME RATIO OF NONWHITE FEMALES14 YEARS OLD AND OVER IN 1959, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS,FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

!legion and division

Medico income (dollers)1
Incoar ratio

Rural
farm

Rural
nonfare Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to

rural
farm

alRur

nanfare to
rural

tar.

tailed States, total
365 414 1,094 223 7 299.7 134.0Raglans:

Northeast
680 956 1,735 181.5 255.1 140.6

North Central
449 126 1,357 186.9 302.2 141.7

South
357 464 831 177.6 232.8 131.1

West
695 006 1,566 194.3 225.3 116.0Divisions:

New Ingland
1,219 1,048 1,569 149.7 128.7 86.0

Middle Atlantic
627 944 1,749 185.3 278.9 150.6

Nast north Central
753 762 1,419 186.2 188.4 101.2

West North Central
399 687 1,111 161.7 278.4 172.2

South Atlanta-
359 478 906 189.5 252.4 133.1

lost Scuth Central
345 415 702 169.2 203.5 120.3

West South Central
383 520 814 156.5 212.5 135.8

Marntaln
560 743 1,229 165.4 219.5 132.7

Pacific
914 889 1,624 182.7 177.7 97.3

'Coefficient of variation anions divisions : Rural farm, 48.4 ; rural nonfarm, 30.3 ; urban, 30.6.Source: Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Colson of Population.
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Nonwhites in urban areas had a substantially higher level of personal income
than either rural-nonfarm or rural-farm nonwhites (tables VIII-7 and VIII-8).
The absolute income level of nonwhite persons was lower than for whites, but
the relative income advantage of urban residents over rural was greater for
nonwhites. By and large, the ratio of urban to rural incomes of nonwhites was
highest in the South, as in the case of whites. The relative variation in income
levels between geographic divisions was substantially greater for nonwhites than
for whites. For nonwhites, both male and female, the greatest geographic varia-
tion in income occurred among rural-farm residents.

Assuming that living costs do not vary significantly from region to region
for a given residence classification, the coefficient of variation might be taken
as a rough measure of the relative adjustment of the labor force to supply and
demand conditions among regions. Indications are that this adjustment was
best, in the sense that the region-to-region variations in income were lower, for
urban residents and poorest for rural-farm residents. In a given residence group,
this adjustment appears to be better, in general, for whites than for -,onwhites.
The consistently large differentials in personal income of urban people over
their rural-farm and rural-nonfarm counterparts suggest that there was a rela-
tionship between urban-industrial concentrations and income level in the
economy.

The income of white males was consistently higher than that of nonwhite
males. The income of the nonwhites was highest relative to whites in urban areas
in every division except the Pacific (table VIII-9). There was a remarkable
uniformity between geographic areas outside of the South in this regard, with
the incomes of the whites averaging from one-third to one-half higher than the
earnings of nonwhites. In urban areas of the South, however, the income of urban
white males averaged about twice that of the nonwhites.

Surprisingly, the ratio of the income of nonwhite to white males was generally
higher for rural-farm than for rural-nonfarm persons. This was especially true in
the Northeast, East North Central, and Pacific Divisions. In the other divisions,
the ratios were about equal. The disadvantage of nonwhites relative to whites
was particularly marked in the rural areas of the South and North Central
Regions, and in the Mountain Division of the West.

The inc ome ratio for females was most similar among urban re :dents, al-
though in the New England and Pacific Divisions, rural-farm nonwhite females
had higher median incomes than did rural-farm white females. The ratio of
white to nonwhite income for females was not as high as for males in the same
area an.: ..esidt.nce classification, but was substantially higher in the South than
elsewhere.

In general, the income of persons was substantially higher in urban than in
rural areas and, with few exceptions, was lowest in rural-farm areas. Rural income
was highest relative to urban income in those parts of the Nation that had the
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highest absolute level of income per person. Thus, in the South where urban
income was substantially lower than elsewhere, the ratio of income of rural people
was lowest when compared with that of urban people. The same position held for
the income relationship between whites and nonwhites. The income of nonwhites
was most favorable relative to whites in urban areas and, within urban areas, the
gap was smallest in the highest income regions. In rural areas, the ratio of non-
white to white income was generally higher in rural-farm than in rural-
nonfarm areas. Thus, the higher the median income level in an area, the smaller
was the gap in income among residence classifications and between whites and
nonwhites.

Table VIII-9.-INCOME RATIO OF WHITE MALES TO NONWHITE MALES AND
OF WHITE FEMALES TO NONWHITE FEMALES 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER IN
1959, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

Region end division

Median income ratio

White malts to nonatite males White females to natal to females

Rural
farm

Rural
nonfarm

Urban
Rural
farm

Rural
natani

Urban

United Metes, total 295,3 2°6.6 178,6 226,3 207,8 149.5

Regions:

1

Northeast 152.2 182,3 143,6 141.3 133,9 105.3

North Central 234.0 276.5 143.0 115,1 132.1 112.4

South 243.5 230.0 197.3 222,4 205.1 181.0

West 163.1 212.4 142.0 118.3 127.2 105.9

Divimions:
New England 149.5 185.6 177.3 75,1 122.4 101.3

Mdddle Atlantic 154.3 111.7 146.8 155,3 135.5 107.1

tut North Central 156.1 249,9 142.7 116.9 137.3 112.7
beet North Central 260.9 267,3 159.1 194.5 127.8 125.4

3°01 Atlantic 243.0 236.7 189.1 242,6 244.6 186.6
toot South Central 224,1 263.1 219.7 220.0 214.7 207.1
Wet South Central 263.6 260.4 201.7 193.2 159.6 164.1

Mountain 235,4 234.2 156,6 132.1 130.6 112.5

Pacific 133,9 202.2 141,4 0.6 119.1 108.0

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

Earnings by occupation
Although "income" includes receipts from other sources, "earnings" include

only wages, salaries, and net income from self-employment. Thus, the data for
earnings by occupation represent the closest approximation to the returns for
human effort that are available from census data. Of course, for certain profes-
sional groups and for farmers, the earnings figure also includes returns to capital
owned by the individual. This is especially true in farming where earnings
represent a commingling 1 returns for labor, management, and the ownership
of capital.

The differences in family and personal income by residence clauification and
geographic areas, discossed above, could arise from two sources. First, because.
of the different occupational structure between urban and rural residents, in-
come differences may be due to the employment cif a higher proportion of urban
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population in higher paying occupations. Second, it is possible that earnings in
a given occupation were higher in urban than in rural areas or higher for urban
than for rural residents. The data in this section deal primarily with the question
of earnings of different residence groups within the various occupations.

The median earnings of males in all occupations were consistently higher
in urban than in rural areas (table VIII-10) . In every geographical division, thelowest earnings were reported for the rural-farm group. The ratios of earnings in
these residence groups were similar to the pattern for income, except that the
divergence between rural-farm and urban males was even greater for earnings
than for income. Thus, for the conterminous United States the median earningsof males in urban areas were 25 percent above those in rural-nonfarm areas and
were 120 percent above the level of rural -farm males. Of course, as with income
data, these medians were affected by the distribution of occupations as well as
the earnings levels for the same occupational group.

Table VIII-10.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF MALES 14YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED IN ALL OCCUPATIONS, BY RESIDENCE,REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

Median etchings (40110r01
Earnings ratio

Rural
farm

Rural
noise' Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
faro

Rural
nonfara to

rural
fun

United States, total 2,277 4,007 5,006 124.9 219.9 176.0Regions:
*2ri.heset

2,705 4,587 5,002 109.0 184.9 169.6North Central
2,593 4,458 5,264 118.1 203.0 172.0South
1,626 3.046 3,203 170.8 320.1 187.4West
3,30 4,567 5,449 119.3 161.1 135.0

Divisions:
New England

2,833 4,604 4,774 103.7 168.1 162.5Middle Atlantic 3,003 4,582 5,065 110.5 168.7 152.6East North Central
3,011 4,762 5,355 112.5 177.8 138.2*it North Central 2,340 3,811 4,965 130.3 212.2 162.9South Atlantic
1,620 3,172 4,247 133.6 261.6 193.9East smith Central 1,377 2,701 4,014 148.3 291.5 196.6west South Control
2,023 2,999 4,256 141.9 210.4 148.3Mountain
3,117 4,155 5,024 121.0 161.2 1.33.3Pacific
3,676 4,804 5,559 115.7 151.2 130.7

I Coefkient of variation among divisions : Rural farm, 29.84 ; rural nonfarm, 20.63 minas11.07.

Source : itetabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

The earnings of males by occupation, for several of the major occupational
groups, sorted by residence classification and region are shown in tables VIII-11
through VIII-16. The ratios of earnings of rural residents to urban also are
shown including the coefficient of variation in earnings between geographic di-
visions. At the outset, it should be recognized that these occupational groups are
relatively broad classifications. Thus, differences in earnings could result from
regional or residence variations in occupations within a broad occupational
group, or from differences in pay, or both.
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The earnings level of professional, technical, and kindred occupations was
high in the earnings scale of male occupations (table VIII-11) . As with almost
all income and earnings data, the earnings of urban residents in these occupa-
tions was above that of the other residence groups. For the United States as a
whole, urban males in these occupations had median earnings one-fifth above
their rural-nonfarm counterparts and two-fifths above rural-farm males in the
same occupational group. In general, the ratio of urban to rural earnings levels
was highest in the South where the absolute level was lowest.

It was not surprising to find that there was relatively little variation in earnings
among geographic areas for professional and technical workers. The earnings
were lower in the South, but this may have been due in part to the higher propor-
tion of nonwhites in this occupational group in that region than elsewhere. More-
over, differences in living costs among the regions may have meant that the real
earnings levels were not greatly different. The large differences in earnings levels
among residence groups in the same geographic region cannot be explained on
the basis of living costs. Either the persons living in rural-farm areas had sharply
different preferences regarding living, were actually in different occupations, or
they faced a labor market for their services which differed greatly from that in
urban areas. Probably all three were involved. However, the labor market was
undoubtedly an important factor, inasmuch as in the New England and Pacific
Divisions the gap between the earnings of rural-farm and urban residents was
much smaller-only 15 percent-than in other areas.

Table VIII -11.- MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF MALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS PROFESSIONAL, TECHNICAL, AND KIN-
DRED WORKERS, By RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CON-
TERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

Median earnings (do11ars)1 Earnings ratio

Rural
farm

Rural
nonfarm

Urban
Urban to

rural
nonfarm

Urban to I

rural

farm

Rural
nonfarm to

rural
fors

United States, total 4,891 5,693 6,870 120.7 140.5 116.4

Maims:
Northeast 5,761 6,527 6,931 106,2 120.3 113.3
North Central 5,197 5,663 7,013 123.8 134,9 109.0
South 4,184 4,917 6,384 129.8 152.6 117.5
West 6,014 6,099 7,215 118.3 119.6 101.1

VIV1SiOMA:
New England 5,684 6,631 6,384 99.3 115.8 116.7
Middle Atlantic 5,784 6,478 7,039 108.8 121.7 112.0
East North Central 5,566 6,077 7,237 119.1 130.0 109.2
West North Central 4,550 5,003 6,607 132.1 145.2 110.0
Smith Atlantic 4,357 5,206 6,521 125.2 149.7 119.5
East South Central 3,706 '.,525 6,097 134.7 164.5 122.1
west South Central 4,415 4,622 6,340 137.2 143,E 106.7
Mountain 5,324

,Pacific 6,461
5,570
6,415

6,605
7,433

118.6
115.9

124.1 104.6
115.0 1 99.3

Coefficient of rarlatk 11innng ii. islous Rural farm. 11.27 ; rural nonfarm, 14.56; urban.
8.43.

Source : Retabulated and ..ted from data In 1080 Census of population.
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The median earnings of urban males classified as craftsmen, foremen, and
kindred workers were also about one-fifth above those of rural-nonfarm males
and two-fifths above those of rural-farm males (table VIII-12) . The geographic
variation in earnings for this occupational group was lowest for urban residents,
and highest for rural-farm males. It was modestly greater for each residence
group than was the case for males classified as professional, technical, and kin-
dred workers. As in other cases, the gap between the earnings of rural-farm and
urban males was less in those geographic areas having the highest absolute level
of earnings.

Table VIII-12.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF MALES 14YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS CRAFTSMEN, FOREMEN, AND KINDRED
WORKERS, BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

Region and division

Radian earnings (dollarelt
!genial's ratio

Rur
fare

al Rural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
fern

Rural
nonfarm to

ural

rare

United States, total

legions:

3,676 4,656 5,442 116.9 140.3 120.0

Northeast 4,413 5,003 5,390 107.7 122.1 113.3North Central
4,346 5,000 5,742 114.7 132.1 113.2South
3,167 3,861 4,649 119.6 147.0 122.6best
4,946 5,400 5.668 108.7 118.6 109.2

Dirimlons:
New England 4,212 4,965 5,169 104.5 123.2 117.9Middle Atlantic 4,456 5,019 5,457 108.7 122.5 112.6last North Central 4,753 5,306 5,690 111.0 123.9 111.7Wert North Central

3,604 4,167 5,291 126.4 146.8 116.2South Atlantic
3,199 3,966 4,666 111.2 146.6 124.1East South Central 2,991 3,562 4,445 125.2 149.9 119.7West South Central 3,334 3,9)7 4,679 118.8 140.3 118.1Mountain
4,566 5,004 5,434 106.6 110.5 109.1Pacific
5,151 5,366 5,997 107.3 116.4 108.3

CoeMcient of variation among divisions : Rural farm, MOS: rural nonfarm, 15.29 ; urban.10.15.

Source : Itetabulated and computed from data in 1900 Census of Population.

The earnings of males classified as operatives and kindred workers were uni-
formly lower than for those classified as craftsmen, foremen, etc. (table VIII-13).
Within the operatives group, however, the earnings relationships were remark-
ably similar to those for other occupations. The median earnings of urban
operatives were about one-fifth above rural-nonfarm operatives and more than
two-fifths above rural-farm males in this group. The differentials generally were
less in the areas where urban earnings were highest.

The median earnings of nonfarm laborers were, of course, lower than for
occupations requiring more formal training, skills, or education (table VIII-14).The patterns for this group were somewhat different from other occupations.
The differences in levels of earnings among the residence groups were somewhat
larger, since urban laborers had median earnings about one-third higher than
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their rural-nonfarm counterparts and more than one-half higher than those
living in rural-farm areas. The geographic variation in earnings levels of laborers
was substantially higher than for other male occupational groups, but was not
significantly higher for rural residents than for urban males.

Table V111-13.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OP MALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS OPERATIVES AND KINDRED WORKERS,
ay RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

fission and division

Modian sensing' (dollare)t iarningie

Rural
fare

Mural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
farm

Rural
unto, to

rural
farm

United State*, total
kg toma:

3,099 3,861 4,444 116.7 144.7 123.9

Imartithat 3,855 4,265 4,460 104.6 115.7 110.6
North Central 3,847 4,444 4,9CM 110.4 12/.6 115.5
south 2,290 2,901 3,440 115.4 130.2 130.2
west 4,088 4,604 4,959 107.7 121.3 112.6

New Ingland 3,434 4,115 4,296 104.4 125.1 119.8
Middle Atlantic 3,973 4,317 4,522 104.7 113.8 108.7
gut North Control 4,187 4,661 4,997 107.2 119.4 111.3
West Nortn Central 3,132 3,762 4,558 122.2 145.5 120.1
South Atlantic 2,411 3,045 3,374 110.8 140.0 126.3
gut South Central
west Smith Central

2,263
2,118

2,721
3,063

3,36,
3,615

123.7
118.0

148.7
170.7

120.2
144.6

'Contain 3,584 4,165 4,449 106.8 124.1 116.2
Pacific ,157 4,844 5,041 104.9 116.6 112.2

Coeficient of variation among divisions ; Rural farm, 35.88 ; rural nonfarm, 19.63 ; urban,
15.37.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

Table V111-14.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OP MALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS LABORERS, EXCEPT FARM AND MINE,
BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

Region and divisional

Median earnings (dollars)1 laming.; ratio

Ruroceans
fens

Rural
nanfara Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
farm

Rural
to

rural
farm

United States, total

legions:

2,064 2,417 3,185 131.8 154.3 117.1

Sorthesat 2,863 3,196 3,704 115.9 129.4 111.6
North Central 2,811 3,129 3,611 115.4 124.5 111.3
S....-11th 1,467 1,740 2,255 129.7 153.8 118.6
West 3,30e 3,609 3,596 99.6 108.9 109.3

Divisions:

Nev lagland 2,20$ 2,752 3,351 121.0 144.7 120.5
Middle Atlantic 3,023 3,311 3,106 114.9 125.9 109.5
test North Central 3,065 3,305 3,734 113.0 121.8 107.8
West North antral 2,478 2,71$ 3,303 121.7 133.3 109.5
5osth Atlantic 1,435 1,789 2,336 130.6 162.8 124.7
tort South Contra 1,399 1,555 2,120 136.8 132.2 111.2
west South Control 1,676 1,816 2,220 122.2 132.4 108.4Mountain 2,547 3,003 3,014 100.4 118.3 117.9
Pacific 3,725 3,963 3,843 97.0 103.2 106.4

'Coefficient of variation among divisions : Rural farm, 33.17 rural nonfarm, 30.40 ; urban.
30.82.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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It is interesting to note that in each region, the median income of farmers
and farm managers was roughly the same as that of nonfarm laborers, even
though the earnings of the former included a substantial return to owner-
operated capital (table VIII-15). The earnings of farm laborers amounted to
only one-half to two-thirds that of nonfarm laborers, indicating the generally
low returns to labor in agriculture (table VIII-16). The geographic variation
in the earnings of males employed in farming was as large as, or larger than, for
any occupation. This was not surprising, however, since most of the labor force
adjustment from agriculture has been out of the industry rather than geographic
adjustment which would tend to reduce interregional variations in income. By
and largc, the number of urban farm managers and farm laborers was so small
that the earnings by residence classification were not meaningful.

Table VIII -15.-- MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF MALES 14
WARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS FARMERS AND FARM MANAGERS, DY
RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

Notice and division

Peelle earnings (4ollare)t tenants Lett

Rural
fare

Rural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

urban to
rural
fare

Aural
nonfarm to

rural
far.

United States, total 2,114 1,902 3,369 176.9 151.1 90.0
Regime:

Northeast 2,401 2,600 3,189 122.1 128.4 103.1North Central 2,314 2,397 3,192 133.2 133.9 103.3South 1,375 1,201 2,153 237.6 207.4Wait 3,521 3,433 4,056 118.1 113.0 97.4
Division:

Nov Inglsed 2,364 2,909 2,984 102.1 125.2 121.9Riddle Atlantic 2,503 2,500 3,269 170.7 133.3 99.9East North Central 2,444 2,379 3,153 132.5 129.0 97.4West North Central 2,347 2,409 3,219 133.6 137.1 102.6South Atlantic 1,303 1,131 2,496 220.7 191.6 86.2tot South Central 1,139 1,832 209.4 119.9 16.4Yost South Central 1,993 1,808 3,474 192.1 174.3 90.1Mountala 3,337 3,261 4,320 131.7 129.4 98.3Pacific 3,369 3,685 3,706 100.1 111.6 10).3

Coefi !cleat of variation among divisions Rural farm. 34.25 rural nonfarm, 39.85 ; urban.
22.97.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1980 Census of Population.

Several observations can be made at this point regarding the data on earnings
by occupation for males and the relationship of these earnings to income differ-
entials observed between residence Froups. First, in those nonfarm occupations
for which data were avai; !, there WO': an amazing uniformity in the relative
earnings differentials betty, , residenc groups. At the national level the me-
dian earnings of urban males in each of the nonagricultural occupations were
roughly 20 to 25 percent above the earnings of rural-nonfarm males in the
same occupation, and two-fifths to one-half above the earnings of rural -farm
males. Usually, the higher the absolute level of earnings for an occupation in a
region, the less will be the differences in earnings among the residence grouts.
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Table VIII-16.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS
YEARS OLD AND OVER, EMPLOYED AS FARM LAHORE
By RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE
STATES: 1960

189

RATIO OP MALES 14
RS AND FARM FOREMEN,
CONTERMINOUS UNITED

Angina ant Itvleton

Median earnings (dollare)1 rett0

Aural
farm

'Aral
0411talli Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
tent

basal
nonfarm to

rural
rare

United States, total 1,336 1,058 1,321 124.9 127.6 102.1
Mateo:

Northeast 1,258 1,658 2,00 125.8 165.7 131.8
Moral Central 1,059 1,144 1,211 112.3 121.4 105.0
South 841 840 1,046 124.6 123.9 99.4
west 2,2)6 1,677 1,301 86.9 67.5 75.0

Divisions:
New Inglend 1,436 1,817 1,9,9 107.8 136.4 1.26.5
N1641, Atlantic 2,211 1,563 2,151 1.37.6 97.3 70.7
test North Central 1,033 1,079 1,351 121.2 130.7 104.4
oust North Central 1,0/7 1,204 1,222 101.5 11).4 111.8
South Atlentte 000 893 1,393 156.0 174.3 111.7
tort South Central 694 651 831 127.6 119.7 93.9*et South Central 1,199 936 915 97.7 76.3 76.1
No etch 2,053 1,484 1,317 91.1 66.1 72.3
Tuttle 2,46) 1,700 1,964_ 67.9 63.1 72.3

Coeficlent of variation among divisions : Rural farm, 44.35; rural nonfarm, 32.63 ; urban,
30.56.

Source Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

In general, the more urbanized a given geographic region, the higher is the
level of earnings within an occupation. This might be due to the following ex-
planations: (1) the larger urban labor markets allow widespread specializa-
tion, resulting in higher productivity and earnings; (2) urban labor markets
actually contain a substantially different array of industries, with a higher pro-
portion having higher productivity and paying higher wages; (3) substantially
different levels of living costs, and satisfactions in living in different areas, require
large differences in money earnings to provide the same level of real income; or
(4) the supply of labor in different areas results in significantly different earnings
which are not altered by migration.

Probably all of these explanations have some validity, but the idea that the
large differences in money earnings actually represent comparable real income
and satisfaction to the recipients seems least likely. The more urbanized geo-
graphic areas have a different industrial structure than the less urbanized areas,
probably resulting in an unequal distribution of high paying industries. In addi-
tion, there probably are real differences in skills and abilities required within
occupational categories, and these may not be distributed equally among geo-
graphic areas or residence groups. Finally, given the chronically low income levels
in farming, farmers, farm laborers, and members of their families have been
moving to nonfarm employment steadily for more than two decades. This shift-
ing results in a potential supply of workers in rural-farm areas willing to accept
alternative employment sufficient to depress earnings of rural residents below
those in comparable occupations in urban areas. The greatest disparity between
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rural and urban earnings is evident in the South, where this pressure has beengreatest because of the very low earnings in agriculture.

Only three distributions were available on earnings for females by occupationand by residence classification. They were: all occupations, clerical and kindredworkers, and operatives and kindred workers. While the geographic differencesin earnings of females generally ran in the same direction as for males, the dif-
ferences between residence groups did not. For instance, the median level ofearnings of females in all occupations was highest in the Pacific and Middle At-lantic Divisions. The median level of earnings of urban females in the conter-minous United States was 36 percent higher than for rural-nonfarm females and73 percent higher than for rural-farm females (table VIII-17). However, theincome ratios were not related to the absolute level of the earnings in urban areas.Thus, in the Pacific Division, where the level of earnings of urban females washighest, the gap between the urban and rural-farm segments was greatest. Inaddition, unlike the distributions for males, the coefficient of variation-which

measures the geographical variation-was not appreciably higher for rural thanfor urban females.

Table VIII-17.--MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF FEMALES 14YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED IN ALL OCCUPATIONS, BY RESIDENCE,REGIONS, ANC DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

\igloo and division

Median earnings (dollare)1
taming' ratio

Rural
fern

Rural
nonfarm Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural
faro

Rural
nonfarm to

rural
faro

United States, total 1,366 1,736 2,367 136.3 173.3 127.1Regions:
//

Northeset
1,802 2,153 2,504 116.3 138.9 119.0North Central
1,477 1,782 2,4(5 135.0 162.9 120.South
1,188 1,456 1,918 131.7 161.5 122.6Nest
1,355 1,721 2,636 133.2 194.5 127.

Divisions:
Nev A:viand

1,754 2,181 2,432 111.5 138.7 124.)Middle Atlantic
lest North Central

1,817
1,718

2,142
2,013

2,61$
2,515

122.2
124,9

144.1

146.4

117.,
117.:West North Central

1,257 1,388 2,144 154.5 110.6 110.4South Atlantic
1,178 1,623 2,069 127.5 175.6 117.9test South Central
1,252 1,364 1,695 124.3 135.4 108..Vest South Central
1,115 1,136 1,791 157.6 160.7 101..Motmtsin
1,181 1,11.1 2,169 143.4 102.6 127.4Pacific
1,462 1,832 2,7,1_ 152.1 190.6 129

I Coefficient of variation among divisions : Rural farm. 19.66 ; rural nonfarm, 22.07: .rbani16.48.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Censu, ofPopulation.

Part of the large urban-rural difference in female earnings was due to thevarying occupational distributions between residence groups and geographic
regions. This is indicated in tables VIII-18 and VIII-19, which show the
median earnings levels for clerical workers and operatives. For clerical workers,
the median earnings of urban females averaged about 25 percent higher than
for rural-nonfarm women and 40 percent above their rural-farm counterparts.
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However, the geographic variation was small for all residence groups. Again,
there was no apparent relationship between the absolute level of earnings in urban
areas and the relative earnings of rural females.

Table VIII-111.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF FEMALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS CLERICAL AND KINDRED WORKERS,
ay RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

Region and division

Mien earnings (dollersll Earnings ratio

Rural

fare
Rural

nonfarm
Urban

Urban to
rural

nonfarm

Urban to
rural

tars

Rural
nonfarm to

rural

fans

United States, total 2,226 2,503 3,098 123.8 139.2 112.4

Pe/1011;
Northeast 2,464 2,697 3,176 117.8 128.9 109.5
North Central 2,173 2,398 3,042 126.9 140.0 110.4
South 2,217 2,423 2,893 119.4 110.5 109.7
Vest 2,262 2,616 3,282 125.5 145.1 115.6

Divisions:
Nov Zeeland 2,763 2,645 2,932 110.8 124.1 111.9
Middle Atlantic 2,495 2,724 3,247 119.2 130,2 109.2
lest North Central 2,358 2,569 ),142 122.3 133.2 109.0
Weft North Central 1,907 2,063 2,7)2 171.1 147.7 109.2
South Atlantic 2,306 2,527 7,023 119.6 1)1.1 109.6
Lust South Central 2,192 2,754 2,730 116.0 124.6 107.4
kind South Central 2,082 2,191 2,787 127.2 133.9 105.7
Maintain 1,917 2,332 2,839 121.8 148.4 121.9
Pacific 2,509 2,782 7,384 121.6 134.9 110.9

Coefficient of variation among divisions : Rural farm, 10.19 ; rural nonfarm, 9.76; urban, 7.92.

EOM,: Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

Table V1111-19.-MEDIAN EARNINGS AND EARNINGS RATIO OF FEMALES 14
YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLOYED AS OPERATIVES AND KINDRED WORKERS,
BY RESIDENCE, REGIONS, AND DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

Region and division

Median earnings (dollars)1 I timings ratio

Rural
farm

Rural
nonfarm

1 Urban to
Urban rural

nonfarm

Weld States, total

Meow:
Northeast
North Central
South
Welt

Divisions:
Nov &milord
Middle Atlantic
limit North Central

West North Control

South Atlantic
last South Central
Meet South Central
Maintain
Pacific

1,099 2,102 2,752 111.9

Urban to
rural
farm

123.8

Rural
mid* ane to

rural

farm

110.7

2,132
2,037
1,870
1,158

2,105
2,139
2,217
1,714
1,954
1,885
1,500

895
1,260

2,244
2,21,43

2,010
1,437

2,311
2,218
2,447
1,755

2,097
1,9oe
1,4i
1,2)9
1,486

2,775
2,682
2,018
2,769

05.8
118.3
100.4
164.8

2,380 101.0

2,374 107.1

2,622 115.7
2,298 131.0

2,123 01.4
2,017 105.7

1,693 116.5

1,894 152.9
2,418 164.7

111.4
131.6
108.0

204.6

113.1
111.7
127.2
134.1

108.6
107,0

111.8
218,7
194.3

105.2
111.7

107.5
124.1

e
103.7
110.7

102.4

107.1

101.2
96.9
138.5
118.0

Coefficient of varlet ion among divisions : Rural farm. 25.61 ; rural nonfarm, 22.51 ; urban.
15.09.

Source: Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.
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The same situation held for femalep employed as operatives ( table VIII-19).
In this case, the geographic variation in earnings levels was somewhat higher
for rural than for urban residents. it is perhaps worth noting that although the
absolute level of earnings of female operatives was well below that of male opera-
tives, the relative variation in earnings among geographic regions was almost
identical for both sexes in each residence group.

Thus, while the pattern was different for women and men, for both sexes there
was a significant difference in earnings among residence groups by occupation.
Urban residents obtained higher earnings in each occupation than did rural
residents. Generally, the carvings in each occupation were highest in the North-
east Region and the Pacific Division, and lowest in the East South Central Divi-
sion. However, the geographic variation in earnings was inversely related to the
skills and education required for the occupation; that is, there was less geo-
graphic variation in the earnings of professional workers than in the earnings
of laborers.

Distance, earnings levels, and earnings differentials
The fact that in every ompation and in every region the earnings of rural-

farm residents were the lowest of all the residence groups suggests that there may
be a strong relationship between proximity to an urban-industrial concentration
and earnings by occupation. The earnings data for two occupations were used to
test this hypothesis, namely, operatives and kindred workers and farmers and
farm managers. These two occupations were used because (1) the occupational
category of farmtrs and farm managers was the most common one for rural-
farm males, (2) operatives formed a major occupational group for rural-nonfarm
males, and (3) employment as an operative was most common for a rural-farm
male not employed in agriculture.

The procedure to test the relationships was as follows: For each county, the
median earnings of operatives and the median earnings of farmers and farm
managers were computed without regard to residence category. From this com-
putation, the difference between the median earnings of operatives and the
median earnings of farmers in the same county was determined. In addition; the
difference between the median earnings of operatives in the local county and
that in the nearest standard metropolitan statistical area county was computed.

Thus, for each county, three sets of data were available indicating the earnings
differentials between: (1) local operatives and operatives in the nearest SMSA,
(2) local operatives and local farmers, and (3) local farmers and operatives in
the nearest SMSA. Then, .11 of the counties in a division, region, and the con-
terminous United States were sorted by the distance variable described in chap-
ter I, p. 17, measuring distance from the nearest SMSA. The mean values of the
er.rnings differentials were then computed for each division, and region, and for
the United States. The results of these computations are shown in tables VIII
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20 and VIII-21, along with the results of the statistical tests used to determine
significant differences between the observed values.

The data in table VIII-20 suggest that the median earnings of operatives in
SMSA's were usually higher than the earnings of operatives outside SMSA's
and that the differentials tended to rise with distance from the SMSAat least
up to a point. There were some exceptions, the most noticeable being those in
the West North Central and the Mountain Divisions, where operatives outside
SMSA's had significantly higher earnings than did those in SMSA counties.Where the differentials were in favor of operatives in SMSA counties, they were
generally not large, except in the East North Central, East South Central, and
South Atlantic Divisions.

Tabie VIII-20.DIFFERENTIAL IN MEDIAN EARNINGS OF OPERATIVES ANDKINDRED WORKERS IN STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA COUN-
TIES AND MEDIAN EARNINGS OF THIS OCCUPATIONAL. CATEGORY IN COUNTIES
LOCATED AT SPECIFIED DISTANCES FROM AN SMSA, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE
CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Division
Distance from nearost SMAI

Less than.
SO wiles

50 to 99
wiles

100 to 149
silos

150 to 199
atlas

200 to 249
idles

250 wiles
'VOW"

United States, total 2334 1'11 21% 114_ 1.91, 155
Per England $iii 2290 1492 1422 151Middle Atlantic 1205 2514 1499 641Last North Central 2423 8824 /941 11,040 1973West Worth Central 1.460 509 11 135 142 1.4,035 96South Atlantic 15'73 1924 1714
Last South Central 110 21.141 1995West South Central 119: 1459 1565 164Plouhtalh 1 -1 34: -16 109 :47 1431 196Pacific 1303 1554 1/47,

1131 1267 3983

Represents zero.
$ For esplanades of measurement procedure, are chapter I, page 17.

Value significantly different from zero at the .01 percent level.
$ Value significanUy different from zero at the .05 percent level.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

The earnings differentials between operatives relative to distance from an
SMSA were substantially lower than those found in table VIII-13 relating to
residence. The maximum mean difference for the United States was just over
$700 for operatives 100 to 149 miles from an SMSA, compared to the $1,400
differential between urban and farm males employed as operatives. This, together
with the earlier finding that the frequency of employment of rural-farm males
as operatives was positively related to proximity to SMSA's and city size, indi-
cated that the relative disparity of earnings of this group as operatives could not
be accounted for by the fact that these males usually lived in areas distant from
cities. The only conclusion consistent with all of these findings is that rural-farm
males, regardless of their location relative to urban-industrial development.
tended to be employed in industries or in occupations that yielded significantly
lower earnings than received by urban males in the same areas. This implies
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that the earning differentials are a function of characteristics of tie rural-farm
labor forer rather than of the operation of the labor market.

Data on the average earnings differentials between operatives and farmers
for counties varying in location relative to an SMSA, are shown in table VIII-21.
These data show that there was an earnings differential in favor of operatives,
but that it went down rather than up as distance from an SMSA increased.
This is contrary to expectations, and contrary to the hypothesis that the labor
market, in which transfers in employment from one occuprion to another occur,
"works better" near urban-industrial areas and reduces income differences be-
tween farm and nonfarm jobs. Indeed, the higher income differentials close to
an SMSA would lead to almost the reverse hypothesis. Thus, the income dif-
ferences between farmers and other occupational groups did not appear to be
closely related to proximity to areas of urban-industrial development.

Table VIII -21. DIFFERENTIAL IN MEDIAN EARNINGS OF OPERATIVES AND
KINDRED WORKERS, AND FARMERS AND FARM MANAGERS LOCATED AT SPEC-
IFIED DISTANCES FROM A STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA,
BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

Ilrision
Inside

counties

Distance frau nearest 96A1

Less than
SJ miles

50 t, 99
miles

ICO to
149

miles

150 to
199

silts

203 to 1250
249
miles

idles

or more

..lrited States. total 21.554 1.095 2621 1S34 1iS3 1605

.6., England '1,442 /1.4.m 11.J51 749
'Sidle Atlantic '1.544 11.564 916

scrth Central '2.131 11,7x 1 915 Jltled la,26)
Seit North Central '1,01 '279 -34 1411

Atlantic ;1.421 11.929
Flat South central 121 'db 11,4'34 11,247 '1.044

:louth :antral ..71 Al 1-11 J2
"certain
Pacific

1441
11.Jus

J1.446

11.0)6

'SS)

11,'351 1/435 '1,047
19S8

11,577 Iszs

Represents zero.
For explanation of measurement procedure. see chaptor I, page IT.
Value significantly different from zero at the .01 percent level.

3Value significantly different from zero at the .05 percent level.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data In 1060 Census of Population.

The data in table VIII-22 show the relationship between the gain in earnings
farmers could expect by changing occupations to became operatives in their
present county of residence and the gain they might receive by becoming opera-
tives in the nearest SMSA. It shows that the greatest relative gains from migra-
tion would occur in the West North Central Division and in the South. These,
of course, are the areas from which out-migration of the rural-farm population
has been greatest. Indications are that there still are economic pressures for
further migration as contrasted to taking local nonfarm jobs without changes in
residence.
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Table V111-22.--PERCENTAGE THAT GAIN EXPECTED IN EARNINGS BV CHANC-
ING JOBS LOCALLY IS OF GAIN POSSIBLE BY MIGRATION TO THE NEAREST
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA (FARMERS AND FARM MAN-
AGERS TO OP:RATIVES AND KINDRED WORKERS), BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE
CONTERMINOW UNITED STATES: 1960

Division

Distance from nearest SM5A1

Less than
50 miles

SO to 99
miles

100 to 149

miles
150 to 199
miles

200 tc 249
miler

25G miles
or one

New Itd and 09 8) 73 64
Middle Atlantic 86 75 76 59
feat worth Central 82
west North Central 150 70 66 (2) Al
South Atlantic 71 53 5)
last South Central ES 52 52

Wit Smsth Central Ar 58 (3) (2:
Mountain 372 103 27 116 13'l

lu-iric 07 t5 cs 08 86 46

Represents zero.
I For explanation of measurement procedure, see chapter I. page 17.
/Median income of farmers and farm managers was above that of operatives.

Income changes over time

Income data have been improved substantially with each succeeding census,
but the improvements have reduced the comparability of data from various cen-
suses. Therefore, it was difficult to compare the different income measures over
time. For our purposes, only data on income of persons from the 1950 and 1960
censuses were used.

Personal income rose substantially over the 1950 to 1960 decade, but the rise
was not at an equal rate in 311 components of the population (table VIII--23) .
For instance, the median income of males increased by two-thirds in the decade,
while for females it increased by only one-third. The greatest disparity was in
the urban component of the population, where the percentage increase in the
median income of males was more than twice that of females. In the rural-farm
component, the rate of increase ever the decade was slightly higher for females
than for males, reflecting the general lag in income from agriculture and the
heavy dependence of rural-farm males upon this source of income.

The income ratio of nonwhites to whites also has changed over the decade. For
the total population, there was a very modest increase in the relative position
of nonwhite males, and a very marked increase in the income of nonwhite
females relative to white females. This increase in the total, however, was the
result of tw. shiftsone, the change in the relative income position within a given
residence component; and the second, a major increase in the proportion of the
nonwhites living in urban areas.

Within the different residence components, the changes in the relative income
position of nonwhites actually have been generally adverse. The median income of
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urban nonwhite males was 60 percent of that of urban white males in 1950 but
only 58 percent in 1960. For rural-nonfarm nonwhite males the respective figures
for the same periods were 45 and 36 percent. For rural-farm nonwhite males,
the figures were 39 and 34 percent, respectively. The only rise in the relative
income position of nonwhites over the decade occurred among urban nonwhite
females.

It should not be inferred from these data, however, that the labor market has
worked adversely for nonwhites during the 1950 to 1960 decade. The very large
migration of nonwhites from rural-farm to rtr .1-nonfarm and urban residences
has resulted in significant improvements in the income of the migrants. More-
over, the migration has appreciably altered the demographic characteristics of
the population in rural areas. Thus, the massive out-migration of rural-farm non-
whites has left a population in which the age structure alone would cause one to
expect a decline in relative income levels of those remaining.

The changtis over the decade in the income level of rural-nonfarm and rurai-
farm residents compared with urban residents are of interest. The level of both
rural-farm and rural-nonfarm males has declined modestly. This decline was
true of both whites and nonwhites. In the case of females there was a relative
improvement for both the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm groups attributable
solely to the improvement in the relative position of white females, which offset
a decline in the relative income of rural nonwhite females.

In general, the average levels of income and the median income have risen sub-
stantially in each of the components of the population. The major out-movement
from rural areas has resulted in higher incomes for those who have left, but it has
not resulted in a substantial improvement in the relative position of those who
have remained. It may be, however, that the migration so altered the rural-farm
population over the decade that the figures that show a relative decline in income
actually represent an improvement for the remaining population group measured
separately.

Summary and conclusions

Regardless of the particular measure used, the median income of rural people
in the United States was well below that of the urban population. The greatest
gap was between the rural-farm and the urban populations with the rural-non-
farm group occupying an intermediate position. These income differentials were
not new but have persisted over several decades. Indications are that over the past
decade the gap has widened, at least for the males.

These differentials arose from several sources, First, there were major dif-
ferences in the occupational distribution of employed persons in urban and rural
areas. A larger proportion of the urban labor force is employed in occupations
in which earnings are higher, especially among white males. Second, on the aver-
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age, urban workers receive substantially higher earnings within all nonfarm occu-
pations than do rural workers. The differences in earnings by occupation do not,
however, appear to be primarily a function of location relative to urban- indus-
trial areas. Instead, they would appear to arise because of the difference in charu-
teristics between the labor force in rural -farm and urban areas.

The urban-rural income differences vary in magnitude from area to area in
the country. The differences generally are greater in the South. This is because
the South has lower earnings levels in all occupations and has a higher propor-
tion of persons employed in lower paying occupations. Greater attention will be
given to the factors accounting for income variations within residence groups in
chapter IX.

NOTES

See Herman P. Miller, "Income bistribution in the United States," a 1960 Census
Monograph ( Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966.)

' Dale E. Hathaway, Government and Agriculture (New York: Macmillan and Com-
pany, 1963), p. 38, table 4.

* Ibid.

A family consists of two or more persons living in the same household who are related
to each other by blood, marriage, or adoption; all persons living in one household who are
related to each other are regarded as one family. 1960 Conn c of Population, Voi. I, Char -
acteristics of the Population. Part 1, United States Summary, p. LVIII.

'It should be noted that the medians were computed from class intervals assuming a
uniform distribution of vllues within a class interval.

It should be noted that there are relatively few nonwhite rural-farm families outside
of the South so that the comparisons are less meaningful.

In the case of income or earnings of farm operators from farming, part of the income
attributed to them may be returns to unpaid family labor.



CHAPTER IX

INTERCOMMUNITY DIFFERENCES IN
INCOME

Introduction
In chapter VIII several measures of income were discussed and the incomekvels in rural America in 1960 were described. In addition to the large differ-ences in median incomes observed among urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farmfamilies, there were wide geographic differences in income levels. This chapter

reports an analysis of some of the factors which account for these differences
and furnishes an explanation of the income differences found in rural areas.

Underlying the analysis are three broad categories of variables presumed tobe the sources of the wide differences in income levels among communities.
These variables include (1) social and demographic characteristics of the pop-
ulation which affect economic productivity; (2) the economic structure of com-munities, for example, employment patterns and employment opportunities;
and (3) location of communities relative to metropolitan centers.

A statistical model was constructed to attempt to explain the differences in
income among communities. The model was a multiple regression analysis with
median family income as the dependent variable. Family income was used be-
cause t was more represenw've of the material well-being in rural areas thanother income measures. The county was the unit of observation for the analysis.
Except in the South, the analysis was done only for white family income because
nonwhites constituted such a small portion of the rural population outside of thatregion. For the South, a separate analysis was made using nonwhite family in-come as the dependent variable.

Hypotheses underlying the analyses
Basically, the analyses tested three major hypotheses: (1) that variables repre-senting the social and demographic characteristics of the population, the eco-

nomic structure, and location of the community would explain a significant
proportion of the intercommunity differences in family income of rural families;
(2) that individual factors (that is, age, location, etc.) had varying effects uponincome in different geographic regions of the Nation; and (3) that certain
factors did not influence the income of rural-farm families in the same way as
rural-nonfarm families.

The first hypothesis, relating to the factors explaining income, tested by mul-
tiple regression analysis, was analyzed at the national, regional, and divisional
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levels for the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm family income. Only the results of
the national and regional analyses are presented here because of space
limitations'

The second hypothesis, based on the assumption that different factors have
varying influences upon income in different regions, was tested by the use of
multiple comparison tests of the results among the regions' This procedure
made it possible to judge whether a given variable had more, or less, effect
upon income in one region than it had in another.

The third hypothesis, that different factors had different influence on incon.e
by residence groups, was tested by multiple comparison tests between the rural-
farm and rural-nonfarm equations for each region. Originally the intention
was to include results for the urban population, but the results for this residence
group were such as to limit their utility.

Variables used in the analyses
The dependent variable used in the regression analysis as a measure of the

material well-being of a rural community was median family income. Three
broad categories of variablesconsisting of 13 independent variablespre-
sumed to influence the income level in rural communities were selected. What
follows is a brief description of these variables and their hypothesized effects on
the material well-being in rural communities.

Social and demographic factors. The five variables in this group deal with
age, education, and family size.

Age. Numerous studies have shown that, other things being equal, income
is a function of age. The very young (under 25) and those over 65 generallY
have lower incomes than those in their middle years. Hence, intercommunity
income can vary because of differences in the age distributions among com-
munities. To take this factor into account, two age variables were included.
The first was the percent of rural-farm males, aged 15 to 24 years; the second,
the percent of those aged 25 to 44 years.

Education. Two variables were used to measure the effect of educational
achievement on income. The percentage of rural-farm males, aged 25 and over,
who had completed 0 to 6 years of formal education was included because it
was believed that individuals with 6 years or less of formal education were likely
to be greatly handicapped in the modern economy. They are often unable to
qualify for skilled occupations, and even within the less skilled occupations their
progress may be restricted. A rural community with a relative prevalence of such
males could be expected therefore, to have a low-income level relative to other
communities. The percentage of rural-farm males, aged 25 and over, who had
completed at least 12 years of formal schooling was the other education variable
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included. Persons with at least a high school education, it was believed, generally
would be qualified, insofar as formal education was concerned, for skilled occu-
pations, further training, and/or upward mobility is the modern labor market.

Family size. It was presumed that large families could have more of their
members in the labor force than small families and, therefore, would have
higher total incomes. Thus, to adjust for family size differences among com-
munities, average rural-farm white family size was included as a variable in the
analysis.

Economic factors. It was hypothesized that the income level in a specific
community was, in part, a function of certain economic characteristics of that
community. These characteristics included the occupational structure of the
labor force, unemployment levels, and the level of capital accumulation. Seven
variables were included in this group.

Occupation of males. The occupational structure was represented by these
four variables presented as the following percentages of total male employment:
( I ) fanners and farm managers,(2) farm laborers and farm foremen, (3) oper-
atives and kindred workers, and (4) craftsmen and foremen. These four occupa-
tions accounted for a high proportion of all male employment in rural commu-
nities. All data indicated that farm laborers and farmers generally had lower
earnings that those in other occupations. Therefore, it was presumed that
family income would be directly related to the proportion of males employed
as craftsmen and operatives and inversely related to the proportion employed
as farmers and farm managers, and farm laborers and farm foremen.

Labor force participation of females. It was assumed that the greater the
proportion of employed females, the more female family members who would be
employed and the higher would be family income. The variable of female
employment was included to take into account the differences among counties
in the labor force participation rate of females.

Unemployment of males. It was hypothesized that unemployment which
is usually higher in urban areas and backs up in rural areas by restricting labor
outflow from rural areas into more remunerative urban employment, lowers
rural income levels. In recognition of this situation, the percent of the labor
force which was unemployed was used as a variable. The unemployment statis-
tics were those for the census enumeration period in 1960, whereas the income
data were for tht entire year 1959. It was hoped, however, that this variable
would st ve as a proxy for the general level of excess supply of labor at the
then-existing earnings level.

Capital accumulations. Income in rural communities comes not only from
labor earnings, but also importantly from returns to capital and land, especially
in agriculture. To attempt to take into account the differences among counties
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in the level of capital accumulation in agriculture, the average value of farm
land and buildings per farm per county was included as a variable in the analy-
ses of income in rural-farm communities. Of course, it was excluded from the
analyses of rural-nonfarm income.

Ecaogicai factors. It was believed that the income level of a rural community
would be influenced by the location of the community relative to metropolitan
centers. In chapter 1, three measures of proximity to metropolitan centers were
discussed. In the income analyses, each of the three measures was included
alternately. The size-distance, variablt. appeared, on the average, to account
for more variance than the other two measures in income levels among com-
munities. Accordingly, the results of the analyses with the size-distance variable
are discussed.

The size-distance, variable represents the premise that proximity to a metro-
politan center, as well as the size of the metropolitan center, affects the income
levels. Income was expected to decrease with increasing distance from a metro-
politan center and to decrease as the size of the influencing metropolitan center
decreased. Because of the construction of the size-distance, variable, these hypo-
theses would tend to be borne out if the sign of the regression coefficient of the
variable was positive.

Interconnnunity differences in rural-farm income levels
Some of the results of the analyses of rural-farm white family income per

county for each region and for the conterminous United States are presented in
table IX -1; more complete resuli in the appendix. The beta coefficients can be
regarded as standardized partial regression coefficients, and as such constitute
some indication of the importance of the variable in accounting few the variance
in the dependent variable relative to other variables in the equation.

Social and demographic factors. According to the hypotheses, a relative prev-
alence of males, aged 15 to 24, may have either a positive or negative effect on
income levels, depending upon the predominant income position of males aged
45 and over in the county.' A relative prevalence of males aged 25 to 44 would
have a positive effect.

The effects of the age composition of rural-farm white males on the income
level of rural-farm white families were, in general, small and relatively unim-
portant. For the Nation as a whole, it appeared that differences among counties
in the age composition of these males did not account for any of the variation
in income levels, except in the Northeast and the South. In the South, a relative
prevalence of this group, aged 45 and over, appeared to depress the income level
of rural-farm white families. In the Northwest, rural-farm white families in thnse
counties with more males in the 15 to 24 age group than in the 45 and over
group had higher incomes. The age composition seemed to have no effect in
the North Central Region and the West.
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Table IX-1..-RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS TO INCOME
LEVEL OF RURAL-FARM WHITE FAMILIES, RV REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMI-
NOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

(In beta coefficients)

Seleeled shalecteristie Palled
Stoles

Northeast
N orth

Central
ftuth we.

fICCUL AND UNIXIWYNIC

Ass at rural -fern white melee:

Percent 13 to 24 years old .0167 1.2448 .0117 1.0601 -.0114
Percent 23 to 44 years old

iduestiom at rurel.ferm white moles, 23 years
old es1 over!

.cnos .1266 .0213 1.0720 .0001

Peruse. with 0 to 6 years of school
completed 1..4912 -.0122 -.0221 -.0147 1-.0934

Percent vita 12 years or mom of school
completed 1.0604 1-.2134 1.1676 .0199 -.0311

Arerege else of rural-form *its family 1.1241 -.0263 1.0866 1.0839 1-.0791

'COMIC

Occupation of rural-farm Alt. melee:
Ivereest fames sod farm amosetre 1.2946 -.0743 1-.2634 .09d$
Percent farm laborer, and farm foremen I.142: - .2342 -.CCO7 1-. loos .0335
Person operatives sad kJndro4 scram 1.0413 -.1229 1.3002 1 -.1143 .01126
Percent transom, foremen, end kindled
workers -.0202 .0332 -.0374 1-.0733 .0382

gArloysent of rural-farm whit* tousles 1.13,6 -.0754 1.3004 1.1403 .0032

Unemployment rate of its males 1.2132 1.2009 1.2170 1-.1091 1.1391

Average value at farmland and tuildiage 1.0448 1.2311 1.1110 1.004 1.1026

SOLUOICAL

proximity to NSA and sirs 1.3423 1.3740 1.3289 1.5297 1.61119

Mattel, correlation coefficient .4915 .2616 .3374 .3747 .9142

1 The regression coedicient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.

Source : Retabulated add computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

For the Nation as a whole, education of rural-farm white males was the most
important factor in accounting for differences among counties in the income
level of rural-farm white families. A large number of niral-farm white males
with little or no education ("functional illiterates") in a county depressed the
income level of rural-farm white families; a relative p:e"alence of highly edu-
cated males had a positive effect on the income level. These results supported
the hypothesis that low levels of formal education impede farm-nonfarm migra-
tion, and bar most individuals with little or no education from any but the most
menial, low wage jobs. In agriculture these individuals may not be able to gain
control of optimum amounts of capital because they have little knowledge of
credit sources, and they may not be able to convince lenders that they have the
knowledge of farming and the managerial ability to be good credit ricks.

Clearly, a substantial amount of functional illiteracy among rural-farm white
males partially accounted for the low income levels of rural-farm white families
in the South relative to other regions. On the average, 31 percent of the rural-
farm white males in southern communities had completed less than 7 years of
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formal education. This compared with an average of 12 percent in Northeastern
and North Central counties, and 11 percent in Western counties.

At the regional level, the effects of the education factor were more mixed and
less important than others, due in part to its more homogeneous nature in
counties within each region. The effect of a prevalence of functional illiteracy
among rural-farm white males was negative in every region, and significant
only in the West, while the influence of a relative prevalence of rural-farm
males of this group with at least a high school education was very mixed. In
the North Central Region a high incidence of these individuals had a marked
positive effect cti the income level of rural-farm white families. The
unexpected negative effect of highly educated rural-farm white males in the
counties of the Northeast was inexplicable.

There appeared to be no statistical differences among regions in the effects
of variations in the prevalence of poorly educated males, but there were regional
differences when there was a prevalence of rural-farm white males with at
least a high school education. The effects of this situation were greater in North
Central rural communities than in other regions. This may be due, in part,
to a relatively greater demand for highly educated males in rural communities
in the North Central Region where the opportunities for part-time nonfarm
employment and migration to local nonfarm jobs may be more available to the
better educated males than in other sections of the country. Also, at least in the
East North Central Division, counties were, on the average, closer to urban
concentrations than in most regions. Hence, in the North Central Region more
of the better educated persons may maintain farm residences and commute
to jobs in urban areas.

The size of the average rural-farm white family was included as an inde-
pendent variable to adjust income levels for differing sizes of families. For the
Nation as a whole, income levels were positively related to family size. Similar
relationships appeared to hold for the North Central and Southern Regions.
However, for the Western Region, the larger the average size of family, the
lower the income level. This negative effect of family size on income levels in
the Western Region appeared to be significantly different from the positive
effects in the North Central and Southern Regions.

Economic factors. The percentages of farmers and farm managers and farm
laborers and farm foremen were included as variables to measure the effects of
agricultural employment on the income level of rural-farm white families. The
occupational categories of operatives and kindred workers and craftsmen, fore-
men, and kindred workers were included as variables on the presumption that
these groups provided most of the alternative nonfarm employment opportunities
for people in agriculture. The more numerous operatives and craftsmen were in
the rural labor force, the greater was the opportunity for farm-nonfarm job
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migration and for part-time nonfam employment. Thus the effects of the variables
for farmers and farm laborers were expected to be negative, while those of ,he
operatives and craftsmen were expected to be positive.

For the Nation as a whole, the prevailing number of farmers, operatives, and
craftsmen were all negatively related to income, and the relative prevalence of
farm laborers and the average value of farmland and buildings per farm were
positively related. With this additional information, the results in table IX-1 for
the Nation become reasonable and consistent with expectations.

The prevalence of operatives over farmers among rural-farm white males in
a county resulted in higher rural-farm income. The positive effect of a preva-
lence of farm laborers was, in fact, a reflection of the positive effect of large
farms (in terms of land and capital) on rural-farm income levels. On the aver-
age, operatives were found relatively more often in Southern rural-farm com-
munities than elsewhere in the country. Clearly, the total effects of the occupa-
tional distribution on the income levels of white rural-farm communities were
overshadowed by other factors. Nevertheless, as alternative nonfarm employ-
ment opportunit; s increased in a county, migration from farm to part- and full-
time operative occupations appeared to have occurred, with an increase in in-
come levels as a result.

The results of the regional analyses were mixed and, for some regions, difficult
to interpret. For the North Central Region, they were quite similar to the find-
ings at the national level in that prevalence of operatives implied an absence of
farmers. Hence, the more operatives and the fewer farmers compared to other
occupations in a county, the higher was the rural -farm income level. This par-
tially accounted for the higher income levels in the !ast North Central counties
where, on the average, operatives were more than tvice as numerous as else-
where in the region. Clearly, nonfarm employment opportunities in local non-
farm labor markets were very important contributors to income levels in the
North Central Region.

In the South, the situation was quite different. Compared with occupational
groups not included in the analysisin general, laborers (nonfarm) and %,

collar occupationslarge numbers of farmers, farm laborers, operatives, or
craftsmen all depressed white rural-farm income levels. But, a comparative pre-
ponderance of farmers was about twice as important in depressing income levels
as the other occupational groups analyzed. Indeed farming and agricultural em-
ployment in general was second in importance only to the residence or location
factor in explaining intercounty income differences of whites. Moreover, local
nonfarm labor markets did not seem to provide attractive nonfarm employment
opportunities to Southern white farmers. This was further supported by the ex-
tensive migration from Southern farms to the North and West in recent decades.
Alternative nonfarm employment opportunities appeared to occur outside rather
than inside the region.
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None of the occupational variables seemed to account for any of the inte.,
county differences in rural-farm income levels in the West. This lack of signifi-
cance of the occupational variables- may have been due partly to the extreme
variation in the types of farming found in the region, the concentration of indus-
try in two of the States involvedCalifornia and Washingtonand the concen-
tration of urban population in relatively few metropolitan areas. Nevertheless,
it was clear that economic factots other than differences in the occupational
composition were important.

In the Northeast, the occupational variables were interrelated with other
variables and with themselves. In general, an increase in the prevalence of
farmers, employed rural-farm females, rural-farm males aged 25 to 44 years,

and rural-farm males with at least a high school education increases the rural-
farm income level in a county. It may be that the effects of age, education,
and labor force participation of rural-farm females masked any depressing
effect of a relatively large number of farmers.

It was expected that there would be a negative relationship between the
income level of rural-farm white families and the unemployment rate of white
males. However, it was recognized that the variable used (census enumeration
period) was a poor substitute for the average unemployment rate for the year.

For the Nation and for all regions except the South, the higher the unemploy-
ment rate the higher was the rural-farm income level. In general, within a county,
unemployment was lowest among rural-farm males and highest among urban
males. Usually, there was a positive relationship between the unemployment
rate in a county and the percentage of the population which was urban. Hence,
the unemployment variable may have acted as a proxy for relative urbanization
after taking into account the proximity of the county to cities of 50,000 popu-
lation or more. If this was the case, then the positive effect indicated that the
more urban a county, the higher was the rural income level in that county. The
nonfarm labor markets of small urban concentrations, therefore, did provide
part- or full-time nonfarm alternatives to agricultural employment.

For the South, the situation appeared to be different. The higher the white
male unemployment rate in a county, the lower was the rural-farm income level
for the white population. Clearly, the small urban centers in the South did not
provide attractive nonfarm alternatives to agricultural employment. This result
was consistent with the effects of the occupation variables in the South and with
the extensive migration from the rural South to the North and West in recent
decades.

The average value of farmland and buildings per farm in a county was
viewed as a proxy variable for the level of capital assets per farm in local agn.
culture. Large farms, or high returns to capital in local agriculture, or both,
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would imply high farm income per (arm and hence a high level of income in a
county. Thus, it was expected that the higher the average value of farmland
and buildings per farm in a county, the higher would be the income level.

This hypothesis was borne out for the Nation as a whole and for each region.
However, the average value of farmland and buildings was correlated with the
proximity to metropolitan centers in the Northeast, and with the relative pre-
valence of white farm laborers in the South, the West, and for the Nation as a
whole. The relationship between average value and proximity suggests that
the value of land was influenced by the proximity to metropolitan centers in
the Northeast, a reasonable relationship given the comparative proximity of cities
to each other and the extreme size of the metropolitan centers in that region.
The relationship between farm laborers and the average value was reasonable,
especially in the South and West where hired farm labor was more widespread
and occurred on larger farms.

Relative to other variables in the analysis, capital assets per farm, as reflected
in the average value of farmland and buildings per farm per county, accounted
for only a minor part of the intercommunity differences in income levels. For
the Nation, this variable ranked eighth in importance while only in the West
did it rank higher than fifth.

Ecological f actors. It was expected that the proximity to industrial-urban con-
centrations would be a major factor in accounting for intercommunity differences
in rural-farm income. Transportation and transfer costs alone implied that
income levels were positively related to the proximity to large cities, but it was
expected that other factors would have similar effects and also that the size of
the city would have an effect on income levels.

Costs of market information varied in roughly the same way as transporta-
tion costs. So also should the cost of living; the closer to a large city and the
larger the city, the higher would be the costs of living. Further, T. W. Schultz
hypothesized that the product and factor markets facing agriculture are more
efficient, and hence income levels are higher at the center than at the periphery
of industrial-urban development matrices' Since the division of labor is limited
by the extent of the market, the breadth (the number of occupations repre-
sented) and depth (number of jobs per occupation) of local labor markets
should be positively related to proximity to metropolitan centers.° Given this
relationship, rural-farm income levels should be positively related to proximity.'

If these hypotheses are correct, then the closer to a large city and the larger
the city, the higher would be the rural-farm income level. Further, proximity
to the industrial-urban concentrations should be a major factor in determin-
ing these income levels.
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For the Nation, proximity to metropolitan centers was the second most im-
portant factor accounting for intercommunity differences in rural-farm income
levels: the farther from a large city, and the smaller the city, the lower the
income level. On the average, income level in a county located 50 to 100 miles
from a city of 500,000 population was $140 lower than in the county in which
the city was located, all other things being equal. The analogous differences
in each region were $71 in the Northeast, $100 in the North Central, $167 in
the South, and $64 in the West.

These differences were all significantly different from zero and most certainly
confirmed the hypothesis that proximity to metropolitan centers accounted for
a major portion of the intercommunity differences in rural-farm income levels,
both for the Nation as a whole and for each region. The question arose, however,
as to whether these differences were larger than could be accounted for by trans .
fer and transportation costs alone. One way to answer this question was to ask
what sum invested would yield annually an amount equal to the difference due
to proximity. This sum must be greater than reasonable transfer costs if the dif-
ference was to be accounted for by more than these costs. At 5-percent interest,
$2,800 would yield $140 per year. Hence, at the national level the cost of relocat-
ing from a rural-farm residence in a county 50 to 100 miles from a city of 500,000
to a rural-farm residence in the county in which the city was located must aver-
age $2,800 if the $140 difference was to be explained by transfer costs alone. The
analogous costs for each region were $1,425 in the Northeast, $2,022 in the North
Central, $3,338 in the South, and $1,286 in the West. All of these estimates were
considerably above reasonable transportation costs over a distance of 50 to 100
miles, even including the cost of transporting considerable personal belongings.'
Most likely, then, factors in addition to transfer costs are measured by the
proximity variable.

Regional differences. Of the five social and demographic characteristics
studied, only two (family size and the prevalence of highly educated rural-farm
males) had different regional effects (table IX-2). Of the seven economic vari-
ables, only two had equal effects on kural-farm income levels in all regions; these
were the prevalence of farm laborers and craftsmen. In regard to the ecological
variables, there were differences in the effect of proximity to metropolitan cen-
ters among regions. Of the three groups, the effects of the social-demographic
variables appeared to be the most ' Imogeneou

One of the major questions asked of the data is answered by these results.
Clearly, there were differences among regions in the effects of many of the factors
studied on the income level of rural-farm white families. A regional classifica-
tion, therefore, did contribute to the analysis of intercommunity differences in
income levels of this group.

Perhaps the most interesting regional differences are those of the effects of
proximity. The impact of proximity was greatest in the South and least in the
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Northeast and the West. The fact that, other things equal, proximity had its
greatest impact in the South indicated that the spatial pattern of 'growth had
been least uniform in the South. Rural communities removed from the influence
of large cities were less developed in the South than elsewhere in the country.
Why? Given the mass migration from the rural South to southern, northern,
and western cities, one could not argue that transfer or market information
costs had acted as constraints to their growth. There was some evidence of job
rationing in the labor markets ir. the South' It appeared most likely, however,
that differences in the breadth and depth of the labor market may have
accounted for the major portion of the observed differences in the South.

Table IX-2.---SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF MULTIPLE COMPARISON TESTS
AMONG REGIONS, BY RESIDENCE, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

Independent variable*

Region and maidetee

X1 17 XS 47 xe 49 210 zu 712 xi,

RURAL FAAM

Northeast vs. Borth Central 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Northeast vs. South 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1

Northeast vs. West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Central vs. South. 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
North Central vs. West 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
South vs. West 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 v 1

RURAL IMAM

Northeast vs. North Onstral 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 (!) 1
Northeast vs. South 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 O. 0 1 0 (11 1
Northeast vs. West 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 (a) 0
North Central vs. South. 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 (9 1
North Central vs West 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 L 0 0 1 (3) 1
South vs. West 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 (a) 1

The independent variables are : X, percent of males 15 to 24 years old ; X, permit of
males 25 to 44 years old ; X, percent of relates 25 years old and over with 0 to 6 years of
school completed ; X, percent of males 23 years old and over with 12 years or more of sebool
completed ; Xs average use of family ; percent of male labor force who are farmers and farm
managers ; X, percent of male labor force who are farm laborers and foremen ; Xs percent of
male labor force who are operatives and kindred workers ; X, percent of male labor force who
are craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers ; X. percent of females 14 years old and over who
are employed ; percent of male labor force who are unemployed ; average value of
farmland and buildings per farm ; X11 proximity to standard metropolitan statistical area, and
size ; "1" denotes that there is a significant difference between the regression coeflicients of the
independent variable for the two regions compared ; "0" denotes that there is no signikant
difference between the regression coeflicients of the two regions compared.

*Variable Xia was not included in the ruralnontarm equations.

Source Betabulated and computed from data in MO Census of Population.

One might reasonably expect that similar kinds of jobs in the same propor-
tionate numbers are available in large cities of similar size regardless of location;
that a migrant to a large southern or northern city of equivalent size has roughly
the same probability of finding the job for which he has comparative advantage.
The labor markets in outlying rural communities in the South, however, prob-
ably are not as broad in terms of the range of occupations, nor as deep in
regard to the number of jobs within each occupation as are labor markets in
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counties a similar distance from northern cities. In other words, an individual
in an outlying southern community has less likelihood of finding a job for which
he is best suited than does an individual in an outlying community elsewhere in
the United States. This rationalization seems reasonable in light of the mass
migration from the rural South in the past few decades.

Another interesting result of the regional comparisons was the significantly
negative and different impact of the unemployment rate of white males on
rural-farm income levels in the southern counties. In no other region was the
the income level a negative function of the unemployment rate. In other words,
the relationship in the South was consistent with economic theory but incon-
sistent in every other region.

These conflicting results may stem from the fact that the variable used was a
poor one since it actually measured unemployment in one week in 1960, but
was used to estimate the average unemployment rate for the year 1959. If this
rationalization is accepted, then the findings on the relationship between income
levels and unemployment rates were due to chance and should be disregarded.
Two other rationalizations are possible, however, and seem more appealing.

(1) The use of the male unemployment statistic may have accounted for
at least part of these puzzling relationships. Farmers and farm managers generally
are males, and therefore it is expected that the male unemployment rate would
affect them. Originally, it was believed that male unemployment rates would be
a good measure of the total labor supply situation, but subsequent analysis
suggested that the relationship between male and female unemployment was
not close. This was consistent with the finding, reported in chapter VII, that
rural-farm males and females who worked in nonfarm industries had very
different patterns of employment in most regions. The South, however, appeared
to be an exception in that a higher proportion of females were employed in
occupations that were competitive with males. Thus, in the South, the male
unemployment rate probably represented the general unemployment rate better
than it did in other areas.

(2) The reported unemployment rate was a function of the extent of local
industrialization in cities of less than 50,000 in population. To the extent this
was true, and if male and female employment were largely noncompetitive, then
the positive relationship between male unemployment and rural family income
in the regions outside of the South was largely the result of increased income due
to greater female employment in smaller industrial areas that also had somewhat
higher male unemployment. In the South, where there was less differentiation
in the labor market, the effect of local industrialization was overridden by the
general excess supply of labor in rural areas and the low level of female incomes
that, in these areas, was not enough to overcome the effects of the excess labor.

There were several indications that the labor market in the South was different
from that in other regions of the country. One difference was the much greater
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impact of the proximity variable here than elsewhere. Another was the substan-
tial, depressing effect of the predominance of farmers and farm laborers upon
rural-farm family income. Still another was the absence of large numbers of
craftsmen and operatives in the rural-farm labor force to increase family income;
in fact, the relationships were negative and significant.

Thus, in summary, the local unemployment rate seemed to reflect in part the
presence of urban areas of less than 50,000 population. In areas in which the
male and female labor markets were substantially different, the impact of local
unemployment on the earnings of farmers was more than offset by the added
income of other family members, so that total family income was positively re-
lated to unemployment. In the South, there was less differentiation between
the local nonfarm labor markets, for both males and females, so that the effect
of unemployment was to reduce total family income as well as the income of
farmers and farm managers.

Whatever the reasons, however, it was clear that the consequences of high
unemployment rates of white males were very much more severe with respect
to the income levels of white rural-farm families in southern communities than
elsewhere in the United States. Furthermore, if industrial-urban development
is to be encouraged in the South, emphasis should be placed on encouraging the
development of industries with stable employment patterns. Otherwise unstable
employment patterns may offset any income benefit gained by industrial urban-
ization.

There were two other factors which clearly revealed interregional differences
in their effects on the income level of rural-farm white families. A prevalence of
highly educated rural-farm white males and operatives had greater positive
effects on the income level of rural-farm white families in North Central com-
munities than elsewhere. The interregional differences in the other factors were
less clear-cut.

Interconununity differences in white rural-nonfarm income levels

A summary of the results of the national and regional analyses of intercom-
munity differences in white rural-nonfarm income levels is presented in table
IX-3. A more complete summary can be found in the appendix.

Social and demographic factors. Variability among counties in the
prevalence of poorly educated white rural-nonfarm males accounted for an im-
portant portion of intercommunity differences in rural-nonfarm income levels
for the Nation as a whole. Indeed, this variable was the most important single
variable at the national level. In the average southern county, 30.2 percent of the
rural-nonfarm white males 25 years old and over had completed less than 7
years of school. This compared with 11.7 percent in an average Northeastern
county, 14.2 percent in an average North Central county, and 12.6 percent in
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an average Western county. Much of the large difference between the rural-
nonfarm income levels in southern communities versus those elsewhere can be
explained by low educational levels in the South.

Table IX-3.-RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS TO INCOME LEVEL
OF RURAL-NONFARM WHITE FAMILIES, IV REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS
UNITED STATES: 1960

[In beta coefficients]

Seelecled cherestertettc United
notes

Nor reset Werth

Centred
Scut& Viet

SOCIAL M 011CGRAMIIC

Aced neral-lossfare while sales:
Perm% IS to 24 Oar* old
Percent 25 to 44 years old

1..1157
.0034

-.0597

1.9,74

::0101 -.0319
-.0111

.%52

.0742

!demotion of neral-.Kars white males. 25
years old and over:
Percent with 0 to 1 years of school
sompleted 1..4621 -.0647 .0321 1.1071 1..1277
Percent with 12 years or more of school
completed .0234 1..1704 1.1319 1.0613 -.ails

Avenge sloe of rurel-ponfere Male family.- 1. wo -.0931 -.Mt .0441 1-.200

ECONOMIC

Ocempetios of rural -ecefams Mgt. eels.:
Perm% farmers emd fees mergers 1-.1343 1.2311 1-.01120 1..3207 1-.1041
Noreen% faro laborers amd fere foresee 1.1125 1..3151 .0411 1..1011 1.1316
Percent operetIves eel kiadred worbere 1.100:1 1-.1725 1.3165 1..0141 .0321
Perms.% craftsmen, foremen, sad kindred
'mbers 1-.0773 -.COM ...MS 1..1154 -.0021

gmployiont of nera-confers white tousles 1.1647 -.lies .0179 1.2002 1.1107

Unemplegmeet role of while males 1.1664 -.0120 1.2029 1..1122 1.1700

SCOLCOICAL

Progimdty to SIII1 sod sloe 1.3997 .4423 1.300 1.3970 1.9I20

Melilla@ immolation coefficient .4935 .4127 .5454 .3515 .4397

I The regrrasion coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .06 levN.

Source : Eetabulated and computed from data in :960 Census of Population.

The effects of education were more erratic at the regional level. In two of
the four regions, the results were consistent with expectations. The effects of
formal education were more puzzling in the Northeast and the South. Intercor-
relation among the independent variables, and especially among the social and
demographic variables, was extensive in the Northeast which may account for
the paradoxical results. Intercorrelation was not present in the South where one
result was as expected and the other one was inconsistent with expectations. In
the North Central and Western Regions, the results were consistent with expecta-
tions. In the North Central Region, a prevalence of highly educated rural-non-
farm males raised rural- nonfarm income levels, whereas in the West a prevalence
of poorly educated rural-nonfarm males depressed income levels.

Age, too, accounted for some of the differences among counties in rural-non-
farm income levels; the more prevalent the 15- to 24-year-old rural-nonfarm
males, the lower the income level. The interpretation of this result was clear.



DIFFERENCES IN INCOME 213

Since young people had little work experience, and since they were relatively
unskilled, they commanded lower wage rates than older men. Moreover, younger
workers had much higher unemployment rates than older workers, which would
lower their annual incomes regardless of their average annual wage rates.

Again, the results of the age variables differed by region. Because the preva-
lence of rural-nonfarm males aged 25 to 44 years was correlated with many
other variables in the Northeast, it assumed the most important position among
the variables. Essentially it showed the combined effects of age 45 years and
over, high education levels, employed females, and craftsmen. A more adequate
interpretation of the results for the intercorrelated variables in the Northeast
would be: that a higher income level would result from a prevalence of rural-
nonfarm males aged 25 to 44, highly educated and employed as craftsmen, and

prevalence of employed rural-nonfarm females. In the South and West, age
appeared to have little or no effect on income levels. In the North Central Region,
a prevailing .m.mber of rural-nonfarm males aged 25 to 44 years had a modest,
positive effect on income levels.

For the Nation the larger the average family size, the higher was the income
level. This was consistent with the view that the number of employed persons,
and hence total income, increased as family size increased. In the regional
analyses, this variable had a significant effect only in the West where its effect
on the rural-nonfarm income level was negative and important.

Economic factors. The effects of all of the local economic factors at the na-
tional level were significantly different from zero; three of them were inconsistent
with expectations. As was expected, the more prevalent operatives and employed
females, and the lets numerous farmers, the higher were rural-nonfarm income
levels. The more prevalent farm laborers and the less prevalent craftsmen, how-
ever, the higher was the income level. Nevertheless, the net effect of reducing
employment in agriculture (farmers and farm laborers) and increasing employ-
ment in operative and craftsman occupations would be to increase the income
level.

As in the analysis at the national level, rural-nonfarm income levels by coun-
ties were positively related to the male unemployment rate. Again, it is prob-
able that the unemployment rate is a better measure of the presence of urban
concentrations of less than 50,000 population than it is of average annual unem-
ployment.

At the regional level, the effects of the occupational variables on rural-nonfarm
income levels were surprisingly consistent with expectations. Not much can be
said of the results for the Northeast, because of the extensive intercorrelation
among the independent variables, but in the other three regions the interpreta-
tion appeared to be clear. In the North Central Region, the fewer farmers and
the more operatives in the male rural-nonfarm labor force of a county, the
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higher was the income level. These relationships partly accounted for the lower
average, income levels in the West North Central Division compared with those
in the East North Central Division. In the male rural-nonfarm labor force in
the average county, 3.2 percent were farmers and 27 percent were operatives
in the East North Central Division, whereas 9.0 percent were farmers and 17.8
percent were operatives in the West North Central Division. All four occupa-
tional variables had negative effects on income levels. But a prevalence of rural-
nonfarm males in the two agricultural categories decreased the income level
more than a comparatively large. number in operative and craftsmen occupa-
tions.

The relationships were slightly different in the South. The effect of each of
the four occupational variables was to depress the rural-nonfarm income level
in comparison with the occupations not studied. However, a prevalence of
farmers depressed the income level more than did a similar proportion of any of
the other three occupations. Nevertheless, operative and craftsmen occupations
did not appear to be very attractive nonfarm employment alternatives for males
engaged in agricultural employment. This was consistent with the results in
the South, and with the view that migration from the South in recent decades
was occasioned at least partly by the lack of attractive nonfarm employment
alternatives in the area.

In the West, the occupational variables had little effect on rural-nonfarm
income levels. A prevalence of farmers depressed, whereas a like percentage of
farm laborers increased, the income level. A prevalence of rural-nonfarm laborers
may have indicated a county with farms that were larger and more profitable
than the average. Either higher farm labor wage rates, or the effects of the
larger-than-average business generated by the large farms, may have resulted
in higher income levels.

In sum, local economic factors were relatively important in explaining inter-
community differences in rural-nonfarm income levels, both for the Nation
as a whole and for each region. In general, i,gricultural employment depressed,
whereas nonfarm employment increased income levels. Employed females added
significantly to the income levels, especially in the South where income levels
decreased as unemployment rose. In other regions, and for the country as a
whole, the male unemployment rate may have been an indicator of urban con-
centration smaller than metropolitan size.

Ecological factors. The proximity variable was included in the rural-nodally
equation for reasons similar to those discussed in the rural-farm analysis. Trans-
portation, transfer, and market information costs, as well as cost of living dif-
ferences and locational differences in market efficiency, and the breadth and
depth of labor markets, were all postulated to affect rural-nonfarm income levels
in such a way that communities near large cities would have higher levels than
would communities farther removed.
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At the national level, and for each region, with the exception of the North-
east, this hypothesis was confirmed by the results. As a national average, the
rural-nonfarm income level in a county 50 to 100 miles from a city of 500,000
was about $160 lower than the income level in the county in which the city was
located. Similar average differences by region were as follows: $132 in the
North Central Region, $182 for the South, and $47 for the West. Proximity
to metropolitan centers accounted for none of the intercommunity income
differences in the Northeast'

Once more the question arises as to whether these differences were greater
than could be explained solely by transfer costs. At an interest rate of 5 per-
cent, the present value of an annual income stream of $160 is approximately
$3,200. Thus, as a national average, if transfer costs were greater than $3,200,
it would not profit a rural-nonfarm family to move from a county 50 to 100
miles from a city of 50,000 to a rural-nonfarm residence in the county in which
the city was located. The present values of income streams equal to the average
regional differences were $2,632 in the North Central Region, $3,632 in the
South, and $945 in the West. Since the difference was not significantly differ-
ent from zero in the Northeast, its present value was not computed. Once again,
these differences were apparently larger than can be explained by average
transfer costs.

Regional differences. As with the rural-farm analysis, the regional effects of
each variable were compared (table IX-2).

Of the five social and demographic variables, all but XI (ages 1: to 14) had
effects which differed by region. The effects of X7 (ages 25 to 44) and X.
(high education levels) in the Northeast were different from their effects else-
where, a fact that most likely can be attributed to the extensive intercorrelation
among the variables in that region. With respect to other regional differences of
social and demographic factors, only the difference between the North Central
and the West in the effects of a prevalence of highly educated rural-nonfarm
males appeared to be economically significant. The West grew more rapidly
in the past decade than the North Central Region and encountered a net in-
migration. Because of this rapid growth, the demand for labor in western labor
markets may have been such that job discrimination based on educational quali-
fication was less than in North Central markets. Hence the influence of the
education factor should be less in the West.

All of the seven local economic factors had regional differences in their effects
on rural-nonfarm income levels. In general, a prevalence of rural-nonfarm
males employed In the four occupations studied depressed income levels most
in southern counties and least in northeastern counties. In the South, agricul-
tural employment had the most severe effect in depressing the income level.

As in the rural-farm analysis, the effect of the male unemployment rate was
negative in the South and positive elsewhere. The difference between the male
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and female labor markets in the South and the fact that in the other regions
the male unemployment rate probably measures urbanity are the reasons postu-
lated for this regional difference."

Local labor markets have much diffe.-ent effects on rural-nonfarm income
levels in the South than elsewhere. This was indicated by the significantly
depressing effects of the four occupational variables, the negative effect of the
male unemployment rate, and the significantly greater impact in the South of a
prevalence of employed females.

The conclusions to be drawn from the comparison of the regional effects of
proximity on rural-nonfarm income levels were similar to those drawn from the
rural-farm analysis, but possibly they were clearer. The effects of proximity were
greatest in the South, second in the North Central, and least in the West and the
Northeast. Clearly, the income-increasing effects of industrial urbanization
would be felt most in the South and the North Central Regions.

Intircommunity differences in nonwhite income levels in the South
Int icommunity differences in income levels of the nonwhite population were

analyzed only for the South, because it contained most of the Nation's rural-
f uin and rural- nonfarm nonwhite residents. A summary of these differences is
presented in table IX-4 and more complete results are shown in the appendix
table A-22.

Rural-farm income levels
Social and demographic factors. Of the social and demographic charac-

teristics analyzed, only a prevalence of rural-farm nonwhite males, aged 25 to
44, had any effect on income levels of rural-farm nonwhite residents. This was
consistent with the view that a predominance of males in their highest earning
yeah had a positive effect on income levels. That education appeared to have no
effect on income levels may indicate that educational wage differentials were
lower for nonwhites, and this was consistent with the view that the value of edu-
cation was lower for the nonwhite than for the white persons:

Economic factors. The effects on income levels of rural-farm nonwhite em-
ployment in the occupations studied were negative or zero. Further, a predomi-
nance of agricultural employment, as opposed to other employment, depressed
the income level. High unemployment rates for nonwhite males had no effect
on income levels, and a prevalence of employed rural-farm nonwhite females
increased income levels modestly. In total, local economic factors contributed little
positively to the income level of nonwhite rural-farm families. That the unemploy-
ment rate had no effect whatsoever was interesting. In the analyses of white
income levels, rural income was related to the unemployment rate for whist

by the overall conditions in the local labor market. This did not appear to be
males, either positively or negatively. In either case, rural whites were affected
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the case for rural-farm nonwhites, who seemed to be somewhat removed from
local labor market conditions. This may have been due to the high proportion
of nonwhite in purely agricultural employment.

Also interesting was the very important negative effect of the average value
of farmland and buildings. This was inconsistent with expectations but may be
rationalized. There was probably a negative correlation between the average

i:ie of farmland and buildings per farm in a county and nonwhite ownership
of the land in southern counties. Thus, even though the site of farm was small,
nonwhite farmers may have obtained returns to capital and land (admittedly
small), plus labor returns, sufficient to raise the nonwhite rural-farm income
level above that in counties in which there were larger farms and fewer Negro
owner-operators.

In summary, neither agricultural employment nor employment in the skilled
labor market appeared particularly promising for the rural-farm nonwhite
males.

Ecological factors. The second most important effect on income was the prox-
imity to metropolitan centers. On the average the income level of rural-farm non-
white families in a county 50 to 100 miles from a city of 500,000 was about

Table IX-4.RELATIONSHIP OF &LRCM CHARACTIRIVICS TO INCOMIL
or RURAL-FARM AND RURAL-NONFARM Now vaunt FAMILMS IN THE Sotrrat:
1960

[In beta coefficients]

Selected characteristic

hesidence

Rural firs Rural minters

SOCIAL AM 161,32APHIC

AS0 of rural-nonfarm nonwhite males:
fervent 15 to 24 yens old -.0127 .0229

Percent 25 to 44 yesn old 1.1674 1.0750

'Audition of rural-nonfarm nonwhite males, 25 mire old and over:

Percent with 0 to 6 "ears of school completed .0174 ).0516

Percent with 12 years or MOM of tehool.completed .0005 .0N3

Average give of rural-moron' nonwhite full" -.0120 .0214

1031011C

Clemaation of rural-nonfarm nonwhite males:

Portent fervors and firs manger 1-.0164

Newest farm laborers end farm foremen 1...0641 1-.1583

Pereest operatives sad kindred worhers -.0067

Permit eraftemon, foremen, and kindred worhere -.4712 1...01679

!malignant ot rural-nonfara nonwhite females 1.0647 1.0914

Uneealoyient rate of nonwhite aisles 1.2671

Average value of farm/end and buildings 1-2.1n7 (2)

ICOLCGICAL

Prvoimity to SEA mod sise 1.4373 1.4144

Maitiplo correlation coefficient .3246 .3691

I The reguceloa coellcient was significantly different from giro at the .05 level.
Variable Xis wu not included in the turalnonfarm equation.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1940 Census of Population.
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$104 lower than in the county in which the city was located. This difference
was more than can reasonably be accounted for by transfer costs. With the effectsof local economic or social and demographic factors, slight or nonexistent, it
seemed clear that local industrial urbanization was crucial if the income level
was to be raised. Alternatively, these results were consistent with the heavy migra-
tion of nonwhites from the rural South to Southern and Northern cities in the
past two decades.

Rural-nonfarm income levels
Intercommunity differences in income levels of rural-nonfarm nonwhites were

very similar to those discussed immediately above. Many of the same conclu-
sions may be drawn and, therefore, the results need not Le discussed in great
detail.

The effect of the unemployment rate was the only major difference between
the results of the two analyses. The effect of the unemployment rate of nonwhite
males on the income levels of rural-nonfarm nonwhites was significantly different
from zero and positive. This was similar to the results of analyses of the income
levels of whites other than those in the South and probably can be interpreted
in a similar fashion. In the South, the employment rate was probably an index
of urbanity, and as such would have a positive effect on income levels. Further,
it indicated that, in contrast with rural-farm nonwhites, the rural-nonfarm non-
whites were affected by overall local labor market conditions.

In summary, proximity to metropolitan centers, that is closdness to industrial
urban development, appeared to be the most important factor affecting inter-
community differences in rural nonwhite income levels. Neither social and
demographic factors nor local economic conditions seemed to be important. For
rural-farm nonwhites, land ownership appeared to be important.

Rural-farmrural-nonfarm comparisons
In addition to the analyses of factors affecting the income levels of rural-farm

and rural-nonfarm families, an additional set of questions was asked: Do the
factors which affect the income level of rural-farm families in a county affect
similarly the income level of rural-nonfarm families in the same county? For
instance, does the prevalence of functional illiteracy among r ral-farm males
in a county have the same effect on the income level of rural-farm families es
the prevalence of functional illiteracy among rural-nonfarm males on the income
level of rural-nonfarm families?

Questions of this type are important for at least two reasons. The first reason
concerns meaningful classification. The Bureau of the Census classifies persons
in rural ar'as as rural-farm or rural-noofarm. Presumably, with respect to a large
number of important characteristics, this classification is meaningful in the sense
that there are differences between the two groups of persons. It is relevant to
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question, then, whether rural-farm families and rural-nonfarm families are dif-
ferent with respect to the effects of various factors on their respective income
levels. If these factors affect the income level of the two groups in a rural com-
munity differently then, at least with respect to these factors, a rural-farmrural-
nonfarm classification is meaningful.

The question is also relevant for policy purposes. Some of the factors which have
been studied are amenable to change, at least in the long run. It is important
to know what effects changes in education, for instance, would have on the
income levels of rural-farm and rural-nonfarm families. If the effects are the
same, then policy formulation is easier for it can proceed without having to
consider the differential effects changes in education might have on different
kinds of rural families.

Social and demographic factors. At the national level, the effects of
three of the five social and demographic factors differed between residential
groups (table IX-5). A prevalence of young males depressed the rural-nonfarm
income level but had no effect on the rural-farm income level. A relatively large
proportion of functional illiterates depressed rural-nonfarm income levels more
than for rural-farm residents. And, average family size had a greater positive
effect on rural-farm than on rural-nonfarm income levels.

Table 1X-5.SUMMARY OF THZ RESULTS OF MULTIPLE COMPARISON TESTS
AMONG RESIDENTIAL SECTORS, BY REGIONS, FOR TI CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1360

Region anti residence
Indnondent variably'

Xl X4
7.9 X7

Xe Xe
120 X12 ILO

Witted States
Rural farm vs. rind nonfarm...

Northeast

Rural fern vs. rang nonfarm...

North Central
Rural tarn vs. rural =lora...

South - White

Rural fora vs. roe' meters...

South Nonwhite
Rural fora vs. rural nonfarm...

West

Rural fora vs. rurel nonfarm...

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

2

1The independent variables are: X, percent of males 15 to 24 years old; X, percent ofmales 25 to 44 years old ; Za percent of males 25 years old and over with 0 toe years ofschool completed ; X, percent of males age 25 years old and over with 12 years or more of schoolcompleted : Xs average sins of family ; Z, percent of male labor force who are farmers and farmmanagers ; Z, percent of male labor force who are farm laborers ; X, percent of male labor forte
who are operative,: X, percent of male labor force who are craftsmen ; X,, percent of females14 years old and over who are employed ; 2,, percent of male labor force in county who areunemployed ; L, prceimity to metropolitan centers; "1" denotes that there is a signilleant
difference between the regression eoefficients of the independent variables for the two residentialcategories 'capered ; "0" denotes that there is no signieeant difference between the regressioncoellelente of the two resIdeatial categories compared.

s Variable XI, was Included In the rural.farm equations but not included in the rureknorefermequations.

Bonet* : Retaeulated and computed from data In 1550 Census of Population.
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All three differences were consistent with what one would expect. Returns
to unpaid family labor were an important income source to farm families. This
would explain the greater impact of family size on rural-farm income levels
and the fact that the young did not depreu income of rural-farm families.
However, a prevalence of the young did depress income levels of rural-nonfarm
families, due to the fact that young males were in the labor force and had higher
rates of unemployment and lower wage rates than older workers. The 15- to
24-year-old rural-farm male had either left home or was employed on the farm.

On the whole, there were fewer differences among residence groups in the
effects of the social and demographic factors at the regional level. The differ-
ences for the Northeast may be explained by the extensive intcrcorrelation
among the rural-nonfarm variables. In the North Central Region, age and
education levels had similar effects, but average size of family had a differential
effect. While its effect on rural-farm income levels was positive, it had no effect on
rural-nonfarm income levels. Thi, lifference was consistent with expectations. In
the white South a prevalence of males, aged 45 and over, had a depressing effect
on rural-farm income levels, but no effect on the income levels of the rural-
nonfarm group. Because of the predominance of agricultural employment
among rural-farm males, and the importance of hand labor in the South,
physical Fodvctivity, as indicated by age, may be more important as a determi-
nant of rural-farm income levels. Social and demographic factors :tad no
differential effects either in the nonwhite South or in the West.

Economic factors. The effects of four of the seven local economic factors
differed between residential groups at the national level. Of the four occupation
variables, the presence of farmers, operatives, and craftsmen had greater impact
on rural-nonfarm than on rural-farm income levels, whereas there was no
difference in the impact of a relative prevalence of farm laborers. A prevalence
of employed females affected rural-nonfarm income levels more than those of the
rural-farm groups. And the male unemployment rate equally affected the
income ! evels of the two residential categories.

These findings suggest that rural-nonfarm income levels were more sensitive
to changes in local labor market conditions than those of the rural-farm popula-
tion. One reason may be that more rural-farm families were employed in agri-
culture, and were therefore somewhat removed from intercommunity variations
in the occupational structure and the labor force participation rate of females.

Within each region, the effects dtP: to local economic factors were more homo-
geneous. Again, some of the differences in the effects in the Northeast probably
can be attributed to the intercorrelation among the rural-nonfarm variables.
The four occupational variables had effects in this region similar to those for
the Nation as a whole. One might interpret the greater positive impact of the
unemployment rate on rural-farm income levels in the Northeast as an indica-
tion that local urbanity affects the income levels of the rural-farm residence
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group more than those of the rural-nonfarm group. Presumably, the presence
of cities of less than 50,000 population provided more opportunity for part-time
employment and more full-time nonfarm job alternatives for farmers. There were
no differences in the effects of economic factors on income levels of the two resi-
dence categories in the North Central Region.

Economic factors had different effects on both white and nonwhite income
levels for both residential groups in the South. The prevalence of white farmers
and white employed females had larger effects on the income levels of rural-non-
farm whites. Similarly, the nonwhite unemployment rate and nonwhite farm
laborer variables had greater impacts on the income levels of rural- nonfarm non-
whites. Findings on the impact of the unemployment rate indicate that the
income levels of rural-nonfarm nonwhites are more sensitive to labor markets in
cities of less than 50,000 than were those of rural-farm nonwhites.

In the West, the economic variables generally had no greater impact on in-
come levels for the rural-nonfarm than for the rural-farm residents. Of all the
economic factors, only the employment of females had a greater impact on the
rural-nonfarm than on the rural-farm group.

In general, income levels for the rural- nonfarm population appeared to be
more sensitive to changes in local labor market conditions than those for the
rural-farm residents. This appeared to be especially true in the Northeast and
the South but less pronounced in the North Central Region and the West.

Ecological factors. Proximity to metropolitan centers had a slightly greater
impact on rural-nonfarm than on rural-farm income levels for the Nation as a
whole. Inasmuch as more rural-nonfarm residents were employed in occupations
other than farmin_, this result was reasonable. Industrial-urban concentration
and growth affected farmers only indirectly by increasing part- and full-time non-
farm employment opportunities and lowering transportation costs slightly.

The effect of proximity in the North Central Region was consistent with that
for the Nation as a whole, while in the West it was greatest for the rural-farm
income group. In the South, proximity appeared to have similar effects on rural-
farm and rural-nonfarm income levels. However, in the Northeast, the statistical
results of proximity were uncertain.

Summary and conclusions
This chapter has summarized the results of a number of regression analyses

which were carried out to determine the relationship between intercommunity
income differences observed in census data and the social and demographic
characteristics of the local populations, local economic conditions, and proximity
to industrial-urban concentrations. Separate analyses were run at the national,
regional, and divisional level for each residence component of the population,
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BEST COPY IIVARABlE
using each of the three measures of proximity to metropolitan centers. The re-
sults indicated that in a majority of the cases, the size-distance I measure was
the most useful one and the results using this measure of proximity have been
reported throughout. The analyses of the urban components of the population
were not reported here because they did not meet publication standards. The high
intercorrelation between population characteristics, occupational structure, and
proximity made the .cults inconclusive at best.

In general, it was apparent that the variables included in the analysis to repre-
sent social and demographic characteristics, labor market characteristics, and
proximity to urban areas were significant influences in determining the intercom-
munity income differentials observed in rural America. For the Nation as a
whole, the most important factor explaining intercommunity income differences
was the proportion of males with less than 7 years of formal education. Although
its relative importance was less at the regional level, this characteristic of the
population remained an important determinant of income within the smaller
geographical areas. The age structure of the population had inconclusive or vary-
ing effects, as did the occupational structure. The impact of the occupational
structure upon community income seemingly varied substantially by geographic
area, with no consistent pattern evident.

One of the more puzzling aspects of the analyses was the consistently positive
relationship between income and the local unemployment rate in all situations
outside of the South. It seemed that there was a strong relationship between
the existence of nonfarm employment and reported unemployment. In other
words, unemployment was an urban phenomenon, for in rural areas, the problem
was manifested by the underempleirnent of rural family members. Outside of
the South, it appeared that local urbanization increased family income sufficiently
to offset the depressing effect of local male unemployment on rural income. How
ever, in the South, the local labor markets were such that unemployment resulted
in lower family income.

The effect of metropolitan proximity on income was as postulated, and city
size as well as distance appeared to be of importance. The proximity factor was
generally of greater relative importance in the regional analyses than in the
national. It turned out at the national it.el that the importance of proximity in
relation to income was greater for rural- nonfarm residents than for farm people.
This was, of course, not unexpected inasmuch as the farm population, as now de-
fined, had relatively fewer persons dependent upon nonagricultural employment.

The comparisons among regions suggested that there were significant differ
ences in the way in which various factors affected income. The effects of poPu
lation characteristics seemed relatively consistent from region to region. Sub

stantial differences appeared among the regions, relating the effect on incom
of occupatior And labor marke structure. This was true also for the effect o

the proximity variable. Where differences occurred, they usually were those tha
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differentiated the South from some or all of the other regions. For instance, the
effect of proximity upon rural income clearly was greater in the South than in
other regions. Thus, the validity of continuing regional and divisional classifica-
tions of census data appeared to be substantiated. Indeed, although not reported
here, there were indications ;n the divisional analyses that the West North Cen-
tral, West South Central, and Mountain Divisions had much in common, insofar
as economic variables were concerned. Consideration might well be given to
combining these divisions into a new region.

Comparisons between the rural-farm and rural-nonfarm analyses suggested
that the impact of the factors determining income differences varied between
the two residence groups. Homogeneity appeared greatest in this regard among
rural nonwhite residents in the South. While there were important differences
among the groups in some regions, insofar as the effect that population char-
acteristics, labor force characteristics, and proximity to urban areas had upon
family income, these differences were less a significant factor at the regional than
at the national level.

The results of this analysis suggest that census data can provide a meaningful
source of data for aggregate income analysis. The storage of the data on tape
makes machine analysis feasible. This preliminary research suggests that sub-
stantially greater analysis is warranted, and furthermore, that future censuses
should give special attention to the method of coding for research as well as to
the compilation of data.

NOTES

' For detailed results for the nonfarm sector see W. Keith Bryant, "An Analysis of
Interconununity Income Differentials in Agriculture in the United States." Unpublished
Ph. D. dissertation (Michigan State University, 1963).

'See appendix for the details of the statistical test.
' The equation is set up so that the regression coefficient shows the effect of a change

in the percentage of males aged 15 to 24 relative to males 45 and over, holding other
variables in the equation constant including the percentage of males, aged 25 to 44.
Intercorrelation among the independent variables, and especially those of age, will blur
this relationship somewhat. Similar comments can be made about the education and
occupation variables. Intercorrelation did not, in general, pose problems in the rural-farm
and rural-nonfarm analyses. However, intercorrelation in the urban analyses did pose severe
problems and for this reason the results were deemed of marginal value. Hence, the results
of the urban analyses are not presented and discussed.

T. W. Schultz, The Economic Organization of Agriculture (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Com:. Any, Inc. 1953), chapters 9 and 10.

By breadth of the labor market is meant the number of occupations represented and
by depth of the labor market, the number of jobs per occupation.
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NOTESContinued
'Labor will be more likely to find employment for which it has greatest comparative

advantage in a labor market in which the division of labor is extreme than in a labor
market which has leu breadth and depth. Therefore, individual incomes and hence the
income level will be highest in the county with the greatest division of labor.

'J. G. Maddox, "Private and Social Costs of the Movement of People Out of Agri-
culture," American Economic Review, vol. 50 (May 1960), p. 392.

W. H. Nichols, "Induarialization, Factor Markets, and Agricultural Development,"
Journal of Political Economy, vol. 64, No. 4 (August 1961), pp. 319-340.

As was explained in chapter I the proximity variable is a joint function of the distance
of the county from the city and the population size of neighboring cities. Distance from
nearest SMSA was used in place of the proximity variable in each of the equations as an
alternative measure of ecological factors. In the Northeast the rural-nonfarm income levelin a county was negatively related to the distance of the county from the nearest SMSA.
Since the results using the proximity variable were better in most equations, the results
using proximity are discussed.

l See the discussion of the regional differences for the rural-farm analysis.



CHAPTER X

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

The focus of this monograph has been the rural population of a dominantlyurban industrialized society. Metropolitan influence over the rural populationis an important and recurring thread throughout. In addition to an interest in thesocial and economic characteristics of the rural population, the purposes ofthe monograph are methodological and evaluative. Many of the substantiveand analytical portions of the monograph were included for the purpose of as-sisting in evaluating the utility and relevance of the rural-farm and rural-non-farm residence categories. A major part of this chapter attempts to confrontsome of the questions raised by these considerations. How homogeneous are thepopulations that are now isolated by the application of existing definitions ofrural-farm and rural-nonfarm residence? How do the characteristics of thesepopulations differ from those of the urban population? To what extent do therural population aggregates display identifiable patterns in each region or divi-sion, and what effect does distance from a standard metropolitan statistical areahave on these patterns? Finally, what kind of a case can be made for the reten-tion of current definitions of the populations according to residence?

Profile of the rural populations
The rural-farm population. The rural-farm population of the conterminousUnited States in 1960 numbered 13.4 million, or 7.5 percent of the nationaltotal. Approximately three-fourths of the Nation's farm population resided infour divisionsthe East and West North Central States, the South Atlantic, andEast South Central States. Between 2.0 and 2.8 million farm people reside in eachof these divisions. Only in the West North Central and East South Central Divi-sions did this residence category include more than 1 in 6 of the total population.In all other divisions, the rural-farm fraction of the total population was nevermore than 1 in 10. Despite rapid rates of migration from farm areas, rural-farmnonwhites in 1960 numbered more than Pia million, or nearly 12 percent of thefarm population. A large part of the farm population of America was found tolive near metropolitan areas, more than one-third within 50 miles of a standardmetropolitan statistical area, and less than one-fifth 100 miles or more from astandard metropolitanstatistical area.

The age composition of the rural-farm population generally showed high pro-portions of young and old and low proportions of persons in the young adult ages.Notably, however, the proportions of persons under 5 years old in the farm pop-ulation in 1960 were low in relation to other residence groups, especially among
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whites. Youth dependency loads in the rural-farm population were great in re-
lation to those in the urban population. Among whites, youth dependency ratios
in the rural-farm population were generally below those in the rural-nonfarm
population. Aged dependency ratios were generally higher in the rural-farm
population than in the other residence categories, especially for whites. Sex ratios
in the rural-farm population were characteristically higher than those in the re-
maining residence groups.

When classified by occupation, rural-farm males were often employed outside
of those occupational groups most clearly identified as agricultural. Even so,
approximately two-thirds of employed white males and about three-fourths of
employed nonwhite males in the rural-farm population were farmers and farm
managers or farm laborers and foremen. About 10 percent of the males were
employed as operatives and kindred workers. The occupational patterns of rural-
farm white males were closely related to proximity to metropolitan areas, and
this relationship was much stronger than for any other residence group. Among
employed females in rural-farm areas, less than one-fourth of the white women
and about two-fifths of the nonwhite women were employed as farmers and
farm managers or as farm laborers and foremen. Exclusive of these generic
agricultural occupations, the white women were most frequently employed as
clerical and kindred worker.;, and as professional, technical, and kindred work-
ers. The nonwhite women were most frequently employed as private household
workers. Unlike males, the occupational pattern of rural-farm females was not
strongly associated with proximity to urban areas.

All measures of income show rural-farm residents to be disadvantaged relative
to urban and rural-nonfarm groups. The median income of white urban fami-
lies in 1960 was 85 percent above the median income of $3,471 for rural-farm
white families. The median income of $1,253 for rural-farm nonwhite families
not only was significantly lower than for rural-farm white families but also the
ratio of urban to rural-farm income was higher than in the case of white families.
In regard to the income for both white and nonwhite families, the disparities
between geographic divisions were much greater for rural-farm than for other
residence categories.

The analysis of factors associated with income differences among rural com-
munities suggests that significant variations arise because of differing population
characteritics, occupational composition, labor market structure, and proximity
to large urban areas. The educational level of males was a highly important
factor in explaining income differences among both rural-farm and rural-non-
farm communities. While proximity to metropolitan areas was consistently
related to income differences, it did not account for significant variations. The
analysis of intercommunity income differences clearly indicated that the eco-
nomic relationships in the South were different from those in the other re-
gions. The relative importance of proximity to metropolitan areas was much
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greater in the South than elsewhere, suggesting that local labor markets in the
rural South were still isolated from their urban counterparts.

In general, the effect of proximity upon family income was greater for rural-
nonfarm than for rural-farm families. This was to be expected for there were
indications that proximity to metropolitan areas did not appreciably affect the
earnings of farmers and farm managers. Proximity to metropolitan areas brought
about changes in the occupational patterns of rural people, thereby raising in-
come levels. The relative level of earnings among occupations however was not
appreciably altered by locations in relation to large centers.

The level of educational attainment of adults in rural-farm areas in 1960 was
markedly lower than for adults in other residence categories. Some, but not all,
of this difference was due to the large proportion of rural-farm residents in the
upper age brackets. In fact, the age-specific educational levels indicated that
the gap between the rural and urban groups is closing with the present gen-
eration of school -age children. The school enrollment rates of rural-farm
youth in 1960 were generally above those of rural-nonfarm youth. While the
proportions of rural-farm youth enrolled usually lagged behind those of the
urban group, the differences were not often pronounced.

The level of fertility of the rural-farm population in 1960 was distinctly
higher than for the urban population. Ratios of children ever born per 1,000
ever-married rural-farm white women ranged from about one-fifth to one-third
higher than those for urban white women. Not only were these ratios for rural-
farm nonwhite women substantially higher than for the white women, but the
farm-versus-urban differential among nonwhites was even greater than among
whites.

The analysis of factors associated with fertility differentials indicated that
rural-farm and rural-nonfarm families had much in common regarding their
response to social, economic, and ecological factors. Education, income, and
proximity to metropolitan areas were important factors associated with rural
fertility levels. The same factors were also associated with differences in urban
fertility levels. Thus, while the characteristics of the rural-farm population
differed appreciably in some instances from those of the urban population, it
appeared that the major influences of a given characteristic were similar for the
different residence components.

The rural - non /arm population. The rural-nonfarm population of the
conterminous United States in 1960 numbered 40.3 million, or 22.6 percent of
the national total. Numerically, rural-nonfarm persons were most important in
the South Atlantic, East North Central, and Middle Atlantic Divisions. Rural-
nonfarm residents in these three divisions accounted for more than one-half of
the rural-nonfarm population. Each of the other divisions, except the Mountain
States contained more than 2.2 million rural-nonfarm residents. This residence
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category accounted for slightly more than one-third of the total population of
only two divisionsthe South Atlantic and the East South Central. At the other
extreme, rural-nonfarm residents comprised approximately one-sixth of the total
population of the Middle Atlantic and Pacific Divisions. Nonwhite residents in
this group, primarily located in the South, numbered 3.9 million, or 9.7 percent
of the total rural-nonfarm population.

More than half of all rural-nonfarm residents in the conterminous United
States in 1960 lived within 50 miles of an SMSA. In fact, approximately one-third
of the total population in this group resided within SMSA counties, and only
slightly more than 12 percent was located 100 miles or more from an SMSA.

Since the rural-nonfarm population is a residential residual, it is not surprising
that large variations exist with respect to its age composition. The age structure
of this group was often intermediate between that of the rural-farm and urban
populations. However, it contained very large percentages under 5 years of age,
and, with certain regional exceptions, very low proportions of persons 45 years
old and over. Youth dependency loads for the white population were generally
highest among those in this group. However, for the nonwhite population, youth
dependency loads were higher for those with rural-farm rather than with rural-
nonfarm residence. Aged dependency ratios for whites in rural-nonfarm areas
usually were intermediate, but for nonwhites they were highest for the rural-
nonfarm category. Sex ratios for the rural-nonfarm population are relatively
high. However, for nonwhites, the sex ratio is higher for those with rural-nonfarm
than with rural-farm residence.

Except for nonwhites, the occupations of rural-nonfarm people were primarily
nonagricultural. Only slightly more than 7 percent of employed rural-nonfarm
white males were employed as farmers and farm managers or as farm laborers
and foremen. Among the nonwhite males, however, more than one-fourth were
employed in these agricultural occupations. Generally, the males were employed
as operatives and kindred workers, occupations accounting for between one-
fourth and one-fifth of the total for rural-nonfarm males. Among employed
females classed as rural-nonfarm, only slightly more than 1 percent of white
women were employed in agricultural occupations, as compared with more than
10 percent of nonwhite women. Rural-nonfarm white women were most com-
monly employed as clerical and kindred workers, as service workers, as profes-
sional, technical, and kindred workers, and as operatives in nondurable
manufacturing. Nonwhite women were employed predominantly as private
household and service workers.

The income of rural-nonfarm residents, generally intermediate among the
residence groups, was closer to the urban than the rural-farm income levels.
Outside of the South, most of the income disparities between the urban and
rural-nonfarm groups were due to differences in occupational structure rather
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than to great differences in earnings within a given occupation. The median
urban white family income was 29 percent above that for rural-nonfarm whitefamilies, while the median for rural- nonfarm white families was 43 percentabove that for rural-farm white families. These disparities were in the same di-rection but were intensified for nonwhite families.

The level of educational attainment for persons 25 years old and over andresiding in rural-nonfarm areas in 1960 was generally higher than for those inrural-farm areas but lower than for urban adults. In regard to school enrollment
by youth of various ages, the rural-nonfarm category generally lagged behind theother residence groups. However, the differences between the two rural categories
were not great.

Fertility levels for the rural-nonfarm group were generally high. As measured
by the number of children ever born per 1,000 married women, these levels morenearly approximated those of rural-farm than of the urban category.

Relative dispersion evidenced by the two rural residence categories
This section seeks to summarize evidence regarding the distinctive attributes ofthe two rural residence categories, such as ways in which these populations differfrom the urban population and the extent to which these attributes exhibit

internal variation.

Age composition. The characteristic age pattern of the rural-farm population
is one of high proportions of youth and older persons and low proportions in the
economically productive ages. A comparable characterization was more difficultto make for the rural-nonfarm population, although its age characteristics were
often intermediate in relation to the urban and farm categories.

Based upon the age-color-residence groupings by divisions, age variations weregenerally not as great for the rural-farm as they were for the rural-nonfarm
category, but they were slightly greater for the rural-farm than for the urban
population. Among divisions, the coefficient of variation for the proportions of
rural-farm whites under 5 years of age and 20 to 24years of age were greater than
for other residence groups. The coefficients for the percentage of rural-nonfarm
whites aged 15 to 19, 25 to 44, and 65 and over were greater than comparable
ones for rural-farm or urban groups. The coefficients of variation for the per-
centage of urban whites in the ages 5 to 14 and 45 to 64 exceeded those for other
residence groups.

In the rural-farm whits population, four age groups in particular exhibited
relatively large ranges. For children under 5 and for youth 5 to 14 years of age,the proportions were exceptionally high in the Mountain States and exceptionally
low in the South Atlantic States. Proportions of rural-farm white persons aged 45to 64 were exceptionally high in the West South Central States and exceptionally
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low in the Mountain States. Finally, the rural-farm white population of New
England contained very large proportions aged 65 and over, while that of the
Mountain States had very small proportions.

Two age groups in the rural-nonfarm white population-25 to 44 and 65 and
overexhibited large ranges. Percentages of the aged 25-to-44 group were espe-
cially high in the Middle Atlantic States and especially low h the West North
Central States. Proportions aged 65 and over ranged from a high of 14.0 percent
in the West North Central States to a low of 7.2 percent in the South Atlantic
States.

Except at the ages starting at 25, there was relatively slight variation for the
nonwhite population in rural-farm and rural-nonfarm areas of the three southern
divisions. In both of these residence groups, proportions of nonwhites 25 to 44
were much greater in the South Atlantic than in either of the other southern
divisions. On the other hand, proportions of older nonwhites (45 to 64 and 65
and over) were much smaller in the South Atlantic than in the remaining
southern divisions.

In general, the coefficient of variation for age groups of the rural-farm white
population, by distance from an SMSA, was greater than for the other two resi-
dence groups of whites. Relative variation by distance was distinctly greatest for
the rural-farm white population under 5, 5 to 14, and 65 and over. It was greatest
in the rural-nonfarm white population aged 25 to 44. Thus, it would appear that
the impact of distance from metropolitan areas upon the age structure of the
rural-farm white population is greatest at ages under 15 and 65 and over, and
tended to be relatively uniform at all ages between 15 and 65. In the white rural-
nonfarm population, on the other hand, relatively large variations in relation to
distance were shown only for age groups 25 to 44 and 65 and over.

Sex composition. Variations in the sex ratio were generally greatest in the
rural-nonfarm population and least in the urban population. Based upon the
total white population by divisions, the coefficient of variation for the rural-
nonfarm category was approximately twice as great as for the rural-farm group.
Among nonwhites in the South, the rural-farm population exhibited thc. least
variation in sex composition while the rural-nonfarm group was the most variable.

Sex ratios for all residence categories of the white population were high in the
areas farthest from an SMSA. In relation to distance from metropolitan areas,
the range in the rural-farm and the rural-nonfarm whites was identical.

Fertility. Based upon the ratios of children ever born to married women aged
15 to 24, 25 to 34, and 35 to 44, fertility levels for rural-farm women were con-
sistently higher than for urban women. While the rural-farm fertility level Was
generally higher than the rural-nonfarm level, it was more similar in the rural
categories than in the level in either group was to the level in urban areas.
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Residence in metropolitan State economic areas generally depressed fertility
levels in each residence group.

Based upon the fertility levels of white women in the nine divisions, the
rural-farm levels exhibited less variation than those of rural-nonfarm or urban
women. This was particularly evident for white women 35 to 44, and to a lesser
degree for white women 25 to 34. The c' efficient of variation, however, was
slightly higher for rural-farm white women 15 to 24 than for comparable rural-
nonfarm and urban women.

In both metropolitan and non metropolitan SEA's of the nine divisions,
fertility levels for rural-farm white women 35 to 44 exhibited less variation than
comparable rural-nonfann or urban groups. The coefficient of variation for
rural-farm white women aged 35 to 44 was slightly greater for those having
metropolitan rather than nonmetropolitan residence.

Educational attainment and enrollment. The level of educational attainment
for the adult population of the United States in 1960 was clearly lowest for
rural-farm residents and highest for urban residents. This difference was gener-
ally true of whites and nonwhites of both sexes. While enrollment rates for the
rural population generally lagged beli:nd urban enrollment rates, the levels for
the rural-farm population were more favorable than those for the rural-nonfarm
groups.

School enrollment rates for all ages in the rural-farm sector, however, exhibited
greater variation than those for rural-nonfarm or urban residents. Coefficients of
variation for the rural-nonfarm population at all ages (5 and 6, 7 to 13, 14 to 19,
and 20 to 34) were intermediate but more nearly corresponded to the rural-farm
than to urban variations. In all residence categories, the coefficients of variation
were greatest for the 5 and 6, 18 and 19, and 20 to 34 age groups.

Occupational distributions. Only 5.5 percent of all employed males in the
United States were classified as farmers and farm managers in 1960, another
2.8 percent were farm laborers and foremen. While 8.3 percent of all employed
males were in occupations closely identified with rigriculture, only 1.7 percent
of all employed females were in comparable occupations. Farm operators
represented a small segment of the labor force as indicated by the fact that in
only 20 percent of the counties in the conterminous United States did they
comprise as much as 30 percent of he total county labor force. A majority of
these counties were located in the West North Central, East South Central, and
West South Central Divisions.

The ruralfarm population is highly heterogeneous when classified by occu-
pation. Approximately two-thirds of all employed rural-farm white males were
employed as farmers and farm managers or as farm laborers and foremen.
However, less than one-fourth of all employed rural-farm white females were
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employed in agriculture. Comparable data for rural-farm nonwhite:. showed
higher rates of agricultural employment.

Large divisional variations existed with respect to the occupational structure
of residents in the rural-farm sector. The proportion of white males employed
as farmers and farm managers ranged from 41.5 percent in New England to
69.6 percent in the West North Central States. The percentage of farm laborers
and managers ranged from 11.3 percent in the East North Central to 20.6
percent in the Mountain States. Measured in this way, three-fourths or more of.
all white rural-farm males in the West North Central and Mountain States were
directly employed in agriculture. In all other divisions, theproportion so employed
was less than two-thirds, with the lowest in the South Atlantic States. Relatively
large proportions of white males were employed as operatives and kindred work-
ers, ranging from 5.4 percent in the West North Central to 13.1 percent in the
South Atlantic States.

The occupational structure of the rural-nonfarm population indicated little
direct relationship to primary agricultural pursuits. Only 3.3 percent of all
rural- nonfarm white males were employed as farmers and farm managers; an-other 3.9 percent, as farm laborers and foremen, yielding only 7.2 percent of all
rural-nonfarm white males employed in the two occupational categories central
to agriculture. The proportion of rural-n( nfarm white males, however, ranged
from only 3.5 percent in the Middle Atlantic to 14.0 percent in the Mountain
Division. Based on this distribution, the rural-nonfarm white male population
was more closely linked to agricultural occupations west of the Mississippi than
it was east of the Mississippi.

The employment of rural-farm white males in agriculture was closely related
to the distance of the county of residence from an SMSA. It was less closely
related to the size-distance variable. These relationships were not as strong for
other color and sex categories of the rtral-farm population. Since the employ-
tnent of rural-farm white males outside of agriculture increased as proximity
to urban areas increased, it may be concluded that the entire occupational struc-
ture for these males was related to distance from large urban areas.

Income. Regardless of the measure used, the income of the rural population
in 1960 was well below that of the uruan population. The greatest gap was be-
tween the rural-farm and the urban sector.

The median income level for white families was highest in urban areas in all
divisions, and the variation among divisions was relatively small. In all divisions,
the income level for white families classified as rural-farm was loweg of LI,. three
residence categories and the relative variation was the greatest. Wi:h few excep-
tions, the median family income of nonwhites was markedly lower thp.i-. for whites
in the same residence and regional components. As in the case of white family
income, the relative variation in nonwhite income was greatest for rural-farm resi-
dents and lowest for urban residents.
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Earnings by occupational category demonstrated that urban residents received
higher earnings in each occupation than did rural residents. For most occupa-
tional groups, the ratio of urban to rural -farm earnings was greater than other
residence comparisons. This was true for both males and females. Generally the
earnings in each occupation were highest in all residence groups in the most
highly urban areas. Coefficients of variation among divisions were usually greater
for rural-farm males and females, regardless of occupation, than for other resi-
dence and sex categories.

Rural-farth and ruralnonfarni residence concepts
The problem of homogeneity. It has been known for some time that the use

of the simple three-fold residence categories of urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-
farm without refinement leads to numerous absurdities. On the one hand, the
urban population may encompass a metropolis such as Detroit or New York
containing millions and a Podunk Center containing a scant 2,500 persons. On
the other hand, the rural population is a composite which includes persons re-
siding on farms as well as persons in rural areas but classified as "nonfarm." A
large fraction of these people are fully associated with the life of urban areas. In
contemporary America, it is patently absurd to use the term "rural" to describe
a large part of the population which is identified as rural by Census definition.

As the foregoing suggests, the populations presently defined as rural-farm
and as rural-nonfarm are far from being homogeneous groups. In certain charac-
teristics they tend to differ markedly from the urban population as well as from
each other. At the same time, the differences within individual residence classi-
fications are often as large as those that separate and identify the various
categories.

The redefinition of the rural-farm population in 1960 apparently resulted in
removing from the farm population a substantial number of rural people who
were no primarily dependent upon fann;ng. This new definition had the effect
of reducing the proportion of the farm population working in nonagricultural
industries, but it also left a farm population with great diversity in this regard.
Thus, this change in definition which increased the occupational homogeneity of
the rural-farm population probably reduced that of the rural-nonfarm
population.

On the basis of the existing definition, living on a farm brings relatively little
homogeneity in either social or economic functions. As matters now stand, the
major source of homogeneity within the farm population stems from the fact
that residence is on a place defined by the Census as a farm. These places vary
immensely in both physical and economic attributes. Some are still little more
than rural residences, while others are multi-million dollar investments in agri-
cultural prodgiction facilities.

While the definition of "rural-farm" rests upon the tenuous and changing
definition of a "farm," it is concise as compared to the definition of "rural-non-
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farm." Essentially, the latter population is a residual category that fails to fit
within the urban and rural-farm definitions. Neither the urban nor the rural-farm
residence classification is completely satisfactory, but the rural-nonfarm classifica-
tion is even less so, because it contains all of the problems of the other residence
definitions compounded in numerous ways.

The widespread dissatisfaction with the rural-nonfarm category has been
reflected in its virtual abandonment in demographic analysis. Reference to the
residential diversity and residual character of this group has been made through-
out the monograph. Examination of the characteristics of this residence group as
well as subsequent analyses lend support to this opinion.

The differing characteristics and rural or urban orientation of the rural-non-
farm population are indicated by the fact that in the highly urbanized Northeast,
nearly three-fourths of the population in this group resides within 50 miles of an
SMSA, while in the West, more than two-thirds resides more than 50 miles from
an SMSA. Under such conditions, the occupational composition of this residence
category is markedly different. The age composition exhibits more variability
than other residence groups for the young adult ages and for the most advanced
ages. Other population attributes, including sex composition, level of schooling,
income, and fertility, reveal that the rural-nonfarm population category was
heterogeneous and subject to great regional variation.

The evidence appears overwhelming that the utility of the present rural resi-
dence classifications is limited. They seem to be partly the result of outmoded
historical beliefs about the nature of our society in general and of farming in
particular. The. assumption that rural people are engaged primarily in producing
food and fiber is obviously inaccurate, and even the assumption that within this
category most rural-farm people are engaged in farming is increasingly question-
able in many areas of the country. Therefore, a brief examination of the purpose
and method of residence classification seems in order.

The purpose of Census classification
The present residence classification used by the Census is based on the assump-

tion that rural people were farmers and that farming was an identifiable occupa-
tion as well as a way of life. Prior to the 1920's it became increasingly evident
that all rural people were not engaged in agricultural pursuits. Consequently
the rural residence category was subdivided, apparently in the belief that the
rural-farm segment could be maintained as a separate identifiable component of
the population.

The attempt to maintain the rural-farm residence category probably arose
from the interest in identifying and analyzing the rural-farm population for
purposes of public policy. There has been continuous and extensive Federal
intervention in the marketing of farm products since the late 1920's, largely in
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the belief that by so doing the welfare of families engaged in producing food and
fiber would be enhanced. The aggregate statistics regarding the welfare of the
rural-farm population have been widely used in justifying these actions. The
fact is, however, that the increasing divergence between rural-farm residence
and dependence upon farming for a living substantially decreases the relevance
of the commodity price support programs to rural-farm welfare. Indeed, com-
modity programs do very little to help those with the lowest incomes in rural
areas because of the highly skewed distribution of farm output. Thus, the use
of the rural-farm sector as a base population for what is commonly known as

agricultural policy obscures more than illuminates the issues involved.

An agricultural policy primarily concerned with the welfare of rural people,
or even of rural-farm people (whatever the justification), would give a policy
rationale for maintaining the present residence classifications. The continued
emphasis upon commodity price supports and the propensity of agricultural
policy makers to ignore the welfare of groups not touched by these programs
subsistence farmers and hired farm labor, etc.strongly suggest that the political
power structure has been little concerned with rural people as such. Even if there
were a genuine concern for rural people, the present rural residence classifications
still are of little use.

This is not to imply that those living in remote and sparsely settled areas do
not face economic and social problems vastly different from those of people
living in densely populated areas. Social organization and personal interrelations
are different; the labor market and the social structure are different; and the
value systems may still be different. But these differences no longer appear to be
related primarily to the occupation of farming. The large commercial farmer in
a metropolitan county may have more in common with his urban business
counterpart in a nearby metropolis than with either the subsistence farmer in
the rural South or the banker in a remote village removed from a metropolitan
area. Our results indicate that much of the economic and social variations in
rural areas are a function of the proximity to metropolitan areas and that future
Census classifications should recognize this face. It is with such considerations
in mind that we make certain recommendations for future Census classifications
and 'procedures.

A proposal for Census classification and procedures
We believe that metropolitan and nonmetropolitan categories now used by

the Bureau of the Budget should be retained as a fundamental part of a resi-
dence classification ;theme. Within each of these categories there should be an
urban and rural component, with the latter subdivided into village and open-
country residence. Thus the proposed classification would appear as follows:

,1. Metropolitan county
a. Urban
b. Rural
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(1) Village
(2) Open country

2. Nonmetropolitan county
a. Urban
b. Rural

(1) Village
(2) Open country

The criteria currently used by the Bureau of the Budget in the delineation
of standard metropolitan statistical areas have not been evaluated in this study.
However, the importance of the influence of metropolitan areas on hinterland
populations has been stressed throughout the monograph, and it is on the basis
of the evidence presented that we recommend a metropolitan-nonmetropolitan
distinction as an essential part of the residence classification scheme.

Based in part on evidence concerning the character of the rural-nonfarm
population, we believe that the urban population should be extended to include
urbanized areas around cities of 25,000 or more. Therefore, we advocate an
extension of the delineation procedures currently applied around only cities
of 50,000 or more. Undoubtedly new elements in the specification of criteria
applicable to smaller cities must be introduced.

The proposed rural category would be subdivided into "village" and "open-
country." The village category would ideally include all incorporated and un-
incorporated places and clusters under 2,500 population. (Some minimum,
arbitrary, cut-off point such as 200 or less, may be necessary.) Population in
open country, therefore, would include not only persons residing in the open
country, but also those in small hamlets if a 200 population minimum is estab-
lished, and those residing outside of the incorporated boundaries of urban places
having a 'population between 2,500 and 25,000.

There would be difficult problems in putting the proposed classificationspar-
ticularly the village and open-country categoriesinto use. Diverse settlement
patterns and modes of residence mark the countryside. Particularly troublesome
would be string settlements, resort areas in which residence may or may not be
seasonal, isolated mining and industrial developments, military installations, and
institutions of numerous kinds.

An extension of the urbanized area concept to cities between 25,000 and
50,000 would be expected to eliminate a substantial part of the problem con-
cerning string developments along highways leading to centers of this size. In other
instances of this type of development, string developments would be classified as
open country except when they fall within the incorporated limits of cities or the
boundaries of villages. The 1960 census recognized 9,874 incorporated places
under 1,000 population and 3,515 incorporated places between 1,000 and 2,500,
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with a combined population in excess of 9.6 million.In addition, the census recog-
nized 956 unincorporated places with a population of nearly 1.5 million. There
are, of course, many unincorporated places with fewer than 1,000 population. In
order to apply the village category, it would be necessary to identify boundaries
for all such clusters of 200 or more, which usually have place names and are
thought of as villages by local residents. Due to the temporary and/or impacted
quality of the residence of military installations, institutions of many types, and
resort hotels found in the open country, it would seem advisable to eliminate
residents of such types from any classification by residence. After having per-
formed the operations suggested, the residual would be made up of open-country
residents.

It is clear that the principal procedure suggested for defining residence cate-
gories would be costly. Due to population growth and annexations, village de-
lineations would of necessity have to be brought up to date at each census. It
is possible that the residence classification of village and open country in metro-
politan counties might be unnecessary. Since a large proportion of such counties
are highly urban, and rapidly expanding into the countryside, a rural residual
may meet the needs of most users. To eliminate this detail for metropolitan
counties, however, would not markedly reduce the magnitude of the total task.

The proposed reclassification of residence, however, would not be satisfactory
to rural sociologists, agricultural economists, and others, without alte..ationN in
the census of agriculture. In our judgment, there should be greater coordination
among the censuses of agriculture, population, and housing. As matters now
stand, the census of agriculture is taken every 5 years and concentrates primarily
on an array of measurements for places called farms. Relatively little informa-
tion is currently gained regarding the people dependent upon these places for a
living. The census of population concentrates upon a wide array of social and
economic characteristics of the population. Unfortunately, the two censuses
cannot now be directly related, so that an understanding of the relationships of
farms and farming as an occupation for rural people is highly nebulous. In our
judgment, the provision of demographic data for populations associated with
farms should be undertaken as a collaborative effort of the census of agriculture
and the censuses of population and housing.

It is recommended that everyone who has income from an agricultural source
be included. Detail in tabulations could vary, depending upon the kind and
amount of agricultural production and/or income. As matters now stand, many
rural people partially dependent upon income from agriculture are not in the
rural-farm population nor are they classified as farmers. Conversely, many rural-
farm people are only nominally associated with agriculture.

In essence, the proposed redefinitions and changed procedures would result
in a more useful and symmetrical residence classification in the censuses of popu-
lation and housing and would increase the utility of the census of agriculture.
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The proposed residence classification would, of course, eliminate the rural-farmand rural-nonfarm concepts. The categories replacing them, we believe, wouldbe more descriptive of the residence pattern of the American population. Fur-thermore, the open-country and village categories, should be of special interestin their own right to rural sociologists, agricultural economists, and others.Neither category could be equated with an agricultural occupation, a burdenborne in the past by the rural-farm category. We suggest that increased responsi-bility be placed upon the existing census of agriculture to provide necessarysocial and demographic characteristics of the population associated with farmsand agricultural production. We believe that the proposed coordination of thesecensuses would yield more meaningful data on the rural population as well asthe characteristics of those dependent upon agriculture as an occupation.

Many users of demographic, social, and economic data for the rural-farmpopulation will undoubtedly In reluctant to abandon this residence category.While the termination of any statistical series is painful for some, it is evidentthat changed social and economic conditions and needs call for re-examinationand change in definitions. We believe that our proposal recognizes the presentand future realities of rural America.
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The results of the analyses of variation,, among counties in age-specific birth

rates and in median family incomes wen! discussed in chapters V and IX.
This appendix presents a brief outline. (A the models used and of the statistical

tests of the hypotheses discussed.

The a odds
Multiple regression techniques were used in the analyses of median family in-

comes and of age-specific birth rates. As the procedures used in the two analyses

were identical, this discussion is presented in terms of the family income analysis.

Variations among counties in the median incomes of rural-farm, rural-non-

farm, and urban white families were analyzed separately for each division, region,

and for the conterminous United States. Variations among counties in the me-

dian incomes of rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban nonwhite families were
analyzed separately for each of the three southern divisions and for the South.
Three alternative equations were estimated using each of the dependent variables
mentioned above. The three equations were identical with the exception of one
independent variable. Each equation includes one of the three variables repre-

senting alternative hypotheses with respect to the relationship between median
family income in a county and the location of the county relative to indus-
trial-urban centers. These variables were "distance," "size-distances," and "size-

distance," which are discussed in chapter I. The equation which includes the
"size-distances" variable was ultimately chosen to be discussed in the text.

The equation which was estimated can be written in the following general

fashion:

rs=a+thlesi+PiXa+ . . . +0)4+ .

where:

1=1, . . N,

and:

r, is the ith observed value of the dependent variable.
X0 is the ith value of the jth independent variable.
us is the Ws random disturbance term. It is assumed that the us are

independent and come from a normal distribution with zero mean and

es variance.
a is the general constant term.
p, is the coefficient of the jth independent variable.

239
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In addition to the statistics usually computed (such as the simple correlation
coefficients between all variables, the estimated partial regression coefficients,
the standard error of estimate, the multiple correlation coefficient, and the esti-
mated standard errors of the partial regression coefficients) beta coefficients were
also computed. They were computed from the formula

ii,= I), s11,sp

where:

ilt, is the beta coefficient of the jth independent variable. This statistic is
also called the estimated standard partial regression coefficient of
the jth variable.

11, is the estimated partial regression coefficient of the jth independent
variable.

S,, is the standard deviation of the jth independent variable.
Sr is the standard deviation of the dependent variable.

The beta coefficient is a pure number and takes into account not only the
estimated partial regression coefficient but also the variation in X, relative to
the variation in r. It serves as an index of the importance of Xi in accounting
for the variance in r relative to other independent variables.

The statistical tests

The "t" test: The "t" test was used to ascertain whether each independent
variable had an effect on the dependent variable significantly different from
zero. That is:

Ho: p, =0

HI: 0100.

The chosen level of significance was .05. The form of the "t" test was

&t - 0J;
S;1

where:

i) is the estimated partial regression coefficient of the Ph independent
variable.

.9;1 is the estimated standard error of ;j.
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The multiple comparison test: There was interest in ascertaining whether there
were differences in the effects of the independent variables on the dependent
variables among residence classifications and among geographic regions.
Answers to these questions were obtained by testing the equality of partial re-
gression coefficients among equations. The test used was the multiple com-
parison test by Scheffe.'

As an example of the test suppose we have K equations and we wish to test
the equality of the regrcuion coefficients of variable X, in the K equations. Let:

P, be the estimated partial regression coefficient of Xi in equation k

cir be the Ph diagonal element of the (X1X)-1 matrix of equation k.

SS be the sum of squares of residuals from equation k.

Qk be the degrees of freedom from equation k (Q,I=Nkp5, where N5 is
the number of observations and pk the number of parameters in
equation k).

To test:

Ho: /37-19,=o

HI: 14trjoe0,

form:

(gyPi)' l(qi+en)=SSIA.,

and:

x
X SSU .SSU.

Then, the test statistic

SS1.4,1(K-1)
x

SSUIX et

follows the F distribution with K-1 and n " degrees of freedom. The
r..1

(Z

chosen level of significance of the test was .05.

One assumption which must be met for the test to be valid is that the residual
variances in the K equations be equal; that is, o; =4= . . ..crl. In the
median family income analysis this assumption was not met.'
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Because of the very large sample sizes used in estimating the equations, the
estimated residual variances (4.xh) from the equations could be considered as
close approximations of the residual variances and the following modified testwas used"

Let sT_Th be the standard error of estimate squared from equation k. And,define:

st.e
ma Pr-Tz'

Form:

tha ;)v(w,4+w,c;,)=Ssiv.,
and:

K 1N -,-.; ssrp.ssuw.

Then, the test statistic

SSW../(K -1)

ssuw/ go

follows the F distribution with K-1 and 5", 124 degrees of freedom. Again,r-4
the chosen level of significance of the test was .05.

NOTES

, K. A. Brownlee, Statistical Theory end Methodology is Science and Engineering (New
York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1960), pp. 252-254.

' Bartlett's test of homogeneity of valiance was used to test the validity of this loamy-tion. See G. W. Snedecor, Statistical Methods, 4th ed. (Ames: The Iowa State College
Press, 1955), p. 251.

' R. L. Gustafson, "Testing Equality of Coefficients in Different Regressions" (Revised),Mimeo (Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mich., Apr. 3,1961).
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Rural rens 912,423 100.0 343,455 37.7 246,576 27.0 232,462 25.3 33,234 5.8 25,294 2.8 - - 11,402 1.2White 905,713 100.0 340,189 37.5 244,347 27.0 231,184 25.6 33,026 5.9 21,211 2.6 - - 11,302 1.2Nonwhite 6,710 100.0 3,266 48.7 2,229 33.2 876 13.1 208 3.1 36 0.5 - 93 1.4

Rural confers 7,926,261 100.0 4,201,160 53.1 1,617,622 20.4 1,652,012 20.8 234,435 3.0 161,030 2.0 - 54,002 0.7Whine 7,782,611 100.0 4,126,338 53.0 1,584,296 20.4 1,627,964 20.9 232,376 3.0 158,960 2.0 - - 52,661 0.7Nonwhite 143,646 100.0 40,822 56.4 33,326 23.2 24,028 16.7 2,059 1.4 2,070 1.4 - - 1,341 0.9

Urban 33,843.018 100.0 32,292,931 90.1 1,967,148 5.3 1,216,514 1 3.4 190,514 0.5 135,161 0.4 - - 40,660 0.1Whit* 32,839,613 100.0 29,394,514 89.5 1,891,601 5.8 1,191,063 3.6 181,943 0.6 132,410 0.4 - - 40,012 0.1Nonwhite 3,003,401 100.0 2,894,417 96.6 75,547 2.3 23,521 0.8 371 G.0 2,771 0.1 - - 578 0.0

NORTH CENTRAL

Total 51,617,886 100.0 30,957,297 39.9 7,333,636 14.6 8,447,588 16.4 3,274,066 6.3 707,088 1.4 204,336 0.6 393,755 0.8White 47,199,117 100.0 27,711,829 37.6 7,421,223 13.3 8,323,183 17.3 3,201,325 6.7 696,436 1.3 272,133 0.6 373,046 0.8Womwhita 3,617,889 100.0 3,245,468 89.7 132,433 3.7 123,705 3.4 72,741 2.0 10,652 0.3 12,181 0.3 20,700 0.6
Rural faro 3,392,271 100.0 586,001 10.9 1,460,490 27.1 2,0,4,433 ALS 874,736 16.2 111,401 3.6 77,457 1.4 107,162 2.0*Ate 3,361,121 100.0 584,236 10.9 1,453,276 27.1 2,086,510 38.9 863,190 16.1 110,827 3.6 76,083 1.4 104,987 2.0Nonwhita 31,442 100.0 1,749 5.6 3,214 16.6 7,923 25.2 11,346 36.6 661 2.1 1,374 4.4 2,975 9.5

Rural ma'am 10,745,701 100.0 2,901,416 27.0 3,031,091 66.2 3,137,967 211.3 1,143,319 10.6 280,852 2.6 103,002 1.0 143,254 1.3Wit. 10,333,302 100.0 2,856,398 27.0 2 997,076 18.4 3,090,516 29.3 1,:14,610 10.6 273,909 2.6 14,4111 0.9 128,422 1.2Nonwhite 110,199 100.0 49,018 25.7 34,813 18.3 47,431 24.9 78,621 13.1 6,1143 3.7 8,511 4.3 14,832 7.8
Urban 35,471,614 100.0 27,465,876 77.4 3,061,275 8.6 3,715,78 9.1 1,256,011 3.5 234,748 0.7 103,877 0.3 142,539 0.4Whttn 32,013,366 100.0 24,271,175 75.7 2,168,871 9.3 3,146,957 1.8 1,223,443 3.8 231,700 0.7 101,381 0.3 139,637 0.4Noelebild 3,396,248 100.0 3,194,501 94.0 912.404 2.7 68.331 2.0 32.566 1.0 3,018 0.1 2.214 0.1 2,102 0.1

$

- Repressata sere.
*Far azipbratlea et asregsmat pressisse, eR6 dopier I, pep 17.
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Table A-3.- PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE RURALFARM POPULATION, BYAGE, Six, AND COLOR, BY REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:1960

ige wad Ni
tatital States Obsthoast North Costrol Muth West

Whits *Om
wftits

Whits
Nos.
whits Obits Moo,

visits
Whits

OW-
white Whits Moo.

whits

TOW 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mal

SSW 5 years 4.7 7.5 4.4 6.1 5.2 7.3 4.1 7.5 5.1 7.25 to 4 yeas 3.4 7.5 5.3 5.7 5.6 6.6 4.9 7.5 5.4 7.010 to 14 years 5.6 7.6 5.7 3.4 5.6 6.3 5.4 7.7 6.0 6.213 to le moo 5.0 6.1 4.9 4.3 4.6 5.1 5.4 6.2 4.6 4.420 to 24 pen 2.3 2.6 2.4 3.3 2.2 2.6 2.4 2.3 2.1 2.425 to 29 yeas 2.0 1.8 2.2 2.6 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.7 2.1 2.330 to St pen 2.4 1.7 2.6 2.7 2.5 1.4 2.2 1.6 2.6 2.635 to YO yews 2.9 1.9 3.0 4.1 3.0 2.0 2.8 1.4 3.2 3.1
40 to 44 year* 3.3 2.1 3.3 3.8 3.3 2.0 3.2 2.1 3.4 3.045 to 49 year* 3.7 2.4 3.4 3.7 3.6 3.0 3.7 2.4 3.7 2.630 t, 54 pore 3.4 2.2 3.2 3.0 3.3 2.8 3.5 2.! 3.4 2.355 to SO year* 3.1 2.1 2.9 2.6 3.1 3.0 3.2 2.0 3.0 2.540 to 64 pare 2.6 1.5 2.6 2.2 2.7 2.3 2.6 1.5 2.5 1.762 to 49 pan 2.2 1.4 2.3 1.6 2.1 1.9 2.2 1.4 2.1 1.270 to 74 pease... 1.5 0.9 1.7 1.0 1.5 1.3 1.6 0.2 1.4 1.175 Ism and over 1.6 1.0 1.6 0.7 1.5 1.2 1.7 1.0 1.2 1.4

4IMASS

Woe S peso 4.5 7.3 4.7 6.2 4.2 6.9 3.9 7.3 4.9 7.65 to 9 non 5.1 7.4 5.1 5.5 $.4 6.4 4.6 7.5 i.6 6.610 to 14 yew 5.4 7.1 5.1 4.2 $.3 6.0 5.4 7.2 5.5 5.612 to 14 years 4.1 5.6 3.4 3.4 3.9 4.6 4.4 5.7 4.0 4420 to 24 yeses 1.9 2.6 2.0 3.5 1.6 2.1 2.0 2.6 1.6 2.82, to 29 furs 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.630 to 34 JOGRO....
., 2.6 2.1 2.7 3.5 2.6 2.3 2.5 2.1 2.6 2.935 to YO years 3.1 2.4 3.1 3.7 3.1 2.5 3.0 2.3 3.3 3.4

40 to 44 pore 3.3 2.4 3.2 3.4 3.3 2.5 3.4 2.4 3.3 2.645 to 44 yeses 3.4 2.4 3.1 3.0 3.3 2.6 3.7 2.4 3.4 2.010 to S4 pen 3.1 2.1 2.9 2.3 2.4 2.6 3. 2.1 2.4 1.455 to f years 2.8 1.6 2.6 2.2 2.6 3.3 3.0 1.6 2.5 1.740 to 64 yeas 2.2 1.4 2.3 1.4 2.2 1.5 2.4 1.4 1.9 1.26.1 to 69 psis 1.8 1.2 2.0 1.0 1.7 1.6 2.0 1.2 1.5 1.170 to 74 years 1.2 0.6 1.4 0.8 1.2 1.1 1.4 0.8 1.0 0.771 years sod soot 1.4 0.9 1.7 0.6 1.3 0.9 1.6 0.4 0.9 0.4

Source: Botabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-4.--PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE RURAL-NONFARM POPULATION, BY
AGE, SEX, AND COLOR, BY REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

Al. sod sex

United Stases Northeast North Central South West

Whits
Non-

while
Whits

Non-
white

Whits
Nom.
whits

*Its Non.
Odle MI6 Nolo.

while

14101 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

MI
Osier Spam 6.0 7.4 4.0 6.2 6.2 6.3 9.4 7.9 6.1 .3
3 to 9 years 3.7 6.9 3.6 3.3 9. 5.9 9.6 7.0 5.4 6.6

10 to 14 years 3.2 6.1 9.0 9.0 3.0 3.3 9.4 6.3 3.3 3.3
13 to 14 yews 4.2 5.1 3.7 5.7 3.7 5.4 4.6 5.0 4.5 3.2
20 to 24 'sews 3.2 3.6 2.3 4. 2. 3.4 3.7 3.3 3.4 5.
21 to 29 pars 3.0 2. 2.9 4.3 2.9 4.2 3.2 2.3 3.2 4.4
30 to 34 years 3.3 2.7 3.9 4.2 3.2 4.1 3.3 2.3 3.4 3.3

33 to 39 years 3.4 2.9 3.6 4.0 3.2 3.1 3.3 2.4 3.3 3.0

40 to 44 rams 3.1 2.3 3.3 3.2 2.4 2.4 3.0 2.2 3.2 2.3
43 to 49 years 2.9 2.3 3.1 2.7 2.8 2.6 2 8 2.3 3.1 2.4
30 to 54 years 2.3 2.0 2.7 2.4 2.3 2.2 : t 2.0 2.6 2.3
13 to 99 yowl 2.2 1.9 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.3 : 1 1. 2.2 2.1
60 to 64 pars 1.3 1.3 1.9 1.6 1.9 1.8 !.6 1.3 1. 1.3
65 to 69 years 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.6 1.5 1. 1.6 1.0
70 to 74 yeas 1.3 1.0 1.2 0.9 1.9 1.2 1.1 1.9 1.3 0.7
71 yew and over 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.0 1.9 1.3 1.3 1.' 1.4 0.9

FIMAZZ

0o4er , years 3.6 7.4 5.8 6.0 6.0 6.1 3.6 7.4 3. .0
3to9 mm 3.4 6.8 1.3 9.0 3.4 9.7 3.3 7.0 5.5 6.7

10 to 14 roan 4.9 3.9 4.7 4.4 4.8 4.7 3.1 6.1 4.9 3.1

13 to 14 yews 3.7 4.4 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.8 4.0 4.6 3.6 3.6

20 to 34 years 2.9 2.9 2.6 3.1 2.8 2.6 3.1 2.9 2. 3.3

23 to 29 pars 3.1 2.7 3.1 3.4 3.0 2.7 3.2 2.7 3.0 3.4

30 to 34 you, 3.3 2.7 3.6 3.3 3.2 2.7 3.3 2.7 3.1 3.0

23 to 39 years 3.4 2.6 3.6 3.1 3.2 2.1 3.3 2.6 3.3 2.9

40 to 44 years 3.0 2.4 3.3 3.5 2.4 2.2 2.9 2.4 2.9 1.9

43 to 49 years 2.8 2.3 2.9 2.2 2.7 2.1 2.7 2.4 2.7 1.7

10 to 34 yews 2.4 2.0 2.6 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.4 2.1 2.3 1.3
35 to 39 yews 2.1 1.9 2.2 1.9 2.2 2.0 2.1 1.9 2.0 1.3

60 to 64 years 1.8 1.3 1.9 1.3 2.0 1.5 1.7 1.3 1.6 0.8

63 to 49 years 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.1 7 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.4 0.8

70 to 74 J. - 1.3 1.1 1.3 0.9 1.6 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.1 0.3

71 paws and over 1:7 1.3 1.6 1.0 2.1 1.3 1.9 1.3 1.3 0.7

Source : Retabulated and computed from data to 1960 Census of Population.



248 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

Table A-3.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE URBAN POPULATION, BY AGE,
SEX, AND COLOR, BY REGIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

hge sad sex
United States Northeast North Castral South *et
Atli* Nan-

white
i/hits Man-

white Ilhl to 16361-

whits
Whit* Soh-

while
While MOW

whits

total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

MILS

Under 5 years 5.5 7.2 1.0 6.7 5.8 7.6 5.6 7.2 5.7 7.35 to 4 years 5.0 6.1 4.6 5.5 5.1 6.2 5.1 6.2 5.2 6.010 to 14 years 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.6 5.0 4.6 4.615 to 19 years 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.1 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.120 to 24 years 2.9 2.9 2.6 3.0 2.8 2.7 3.3 2.9 3.0 3.421 to 29 years 3.1 3.1 2.8 3.5 3.0 3.2 3.3 2.8 3.2 3.853 to 34 years 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.7 3.3 3.5 3.5 2.9 3.4 3.035 to 74 yews 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.6 2.9 3.6 4.0
40 to 44 years 3.2 2.9 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.2 2.6 3.3 3.245 to 4, years 3.0 2.6 3.2 2.7 2.9 2.7 2.9 2.6 3.0 2.450 to 54 years 2.7 2.2 3.0 2.3 2.7 2.2 2.5 2.2 2.6 2.455 to 19 years 2.4 2.0 2.7 2.1 2.4 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.060 to 64 years 1.9 1.4 2.2 1.4 2.0 1.4 1.7 1.4 1.8 1.365 to 69 years 1.6 1.1 1.9 1.1 1.7 1.1 1.4 1.2 1.5 0.970 to 74 years 1.2 0.7 1.3 0.7 1.2 0.7 1.0 0.6 1.2 0.775 years ad over 1.2 0.7 1.3 0.6 1.3 0.7 1.1 0., 1.) 0.7

IMMIX

Under 0 years 5.3 7.2 4.8 6.6 3.6 7.6 5.4 7.2 5.5 7.2$ to 9 years 4.8 6.1 4.4 5.4 4.9 6.2 5.0 6.3 5.1 6.010 to 14 years 4.3 4.8 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.7 4.5 9.1 4.5 4.615 to 19 years 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.4 3.8 4.0 3.5 3.320 to 24 years 3.2 3.6 2.9 4.0 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.725 to 29 years 3.1 3.7 2.9 4.2 3.1 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.2 4.030 to 34 pare 3.5 3.9 3.4 4.5 3.4 4.1 3.7 3.6 3.5 4.235 to 74 years 3.7 3.8 3.8 4.3 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.8 4.1
40 to 44 years 1.5 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.345 to 44 years 3.2 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.8 3.1 3.0 3.1 2.650 to 54 years 2.9 2.4 3.2 2.5 2.8 2.3 2.8 2.5 2.7 1.955 to 04 years 2.6 2.2 2.9 2.3 2.6 2.1 2.4 2.2 2.3 1.760 to 64 years 2.3 1.5 2 6 1.6 2.2 1.1 2.0 1.6 2.0 1.265 to 69 years 2.0 1.3 2.. 1.2 2.0 1.2 1.8 1.5 1.6 0.970 to 74 years 1.6 0.9 1.7 0.8 1.6 0.8 1.4 1.0 1.5 (.!75 years ad over 1.9 1.0 2.0 0.8 2.0 0.8 1.7 1.1 1.9 MI

Source: Ratabulatod and computed from data In 1900 Census of Population.
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Table A-11.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF THE WHITE POPULATION BY RESIDENCE, SEX, AND DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD 01METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960 A.,

Ur eat sea
bride MA
reatles Distract fro arrest Y941

Les than 50 atlas 30 to 99 *Use 100 to 149 idles 110 aloe or Wate
Octal
tars

!Aral
aosears Orbs* Mural

tars
Oral

nonfarm Orton Sara
fern

Mural
warms Urban Dural

tars
Vassal

natters Ur tea arra
refs

ltarel
moorage Urban

Ibtal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 103.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ma

Darr 3 years 4.7 6.4 5.5 4.6 6.0 5.5 4.6 5.8 5.4 3.1 5.9 3.6 5.7 6.4 6.23 to 9 years 5.4 5.9 4.9 5.3 5.6 3.0 3.3 3.3 4.9 5.? 5.5 3.2 6.3 5.9 3.610 to 14 years S.? 5.2 4.4 5.7 3.2 4.3 3.6 3.2 4.3 6.0 3.1 4.7 6.1 3.1 4.a13 to 19 years 4.8 4.1 3.3 5.0 4.0 3.7 5.1 4.3 3.8 5.1 4.4 3.7 4.8 4.0 3.720 to 24 years 2.3 3.4 2.1 2.3 2.9 3.1 2.2 3.2 3.2 2.2 3.4, 3.1 2.2 3.0 3.225 to 29 years 2.0 3.2 3.1 2.0 3,1 3.0 2.0 2.9 3.0 2.1 2.9 2.9 2.3 3.0 3.130 to 34 years 2.4 3.7 3.4 2.4 3.3 3.2 2.4 3.1 3.1 2.3 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.3 3.335 to 39 years 3.0 3.6 3.6 2.9 3.3 3.3 2.9 3.1 3.2 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.340 to 44 yews 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.2 2.9 2.9 3.3 2.8 2.9 3.4 3.0 3.043 to 49 years 3.7 3.0 3.1 3.6 2.9 2.9 3.7 2.9 2. 3.6 2.8 2.8 3.8 3.0 2.950 to 54 3.3 2.3 2.7 3.3 2.3 2.6 3.3 2.6 2.6 3.4 2.6 2.3 3.3 3.0 2.3
years

33 to 59 rases 3.1 2.0 2.4 3.0 2.1 2.2 3.2 2.2 2.3 3.1 2.3 2.3 2.8 2.3 2.1GO to 44 yews 2.7 1.6 2.0 2.6 1.8 1.8 2.7 1.9 1.9 2.3 2.0 1.9 2.2 1.9 1.763 to 69 years 2.3 1.3 1.6 2.2 1.6 1.6 2.2 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.3TO to 74 years 1.6 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.4 1.273 years awl over 1.6 1.1 1.2 1.7 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.9 1.6 1.1 1.7 1.4
MOILS

Oder 3 years
3 to 9 years 4.5

3.0
6.1
54

5.3
4.8

4.4
5.0

5.6
3.3

5.3
4.6

4.4
5,0

5.5
3.2

3.2
4.6

4.9
3.4

5.7
5.3

3.3
5.0

3.6
6.0

6,1
5.6

6.0
5.510 to 14 yews 5.2 4.8 4.3 5.3 4.9 4.4 5.4 3.0 4.5 5.5 4.8 4.6 3.6 4.9 4.713 to 19 yew.

20 to 24 years 4.1
1.9

3.4
2.6

3.3
3.2

4.1
1.9

3.7
3.0

3.9
3.3

4.1
1.9

3.8
2.9

4.0
3.4

4.1
1.6

3.6
2.8

4.2
3.4

3.8
1.9

3.6
2.8

4.0
3,425 to 2.0 3.2 3.2 2.0 3.2 3.1 2.1 3.0 3.0 2.1 2.9 2.9 2.4 3.0 3.1

29 yews
30 to 34 2.6 3.7 3.5 2.6 3.4 3.3 2.3 3.1 3,3 2.6 2.9 3.2 2.9 3.1 3.3

pears
35 to 39 3.1 3.7 3.8 3.1 3.3 3.5 3.1 3.2 3,4 3.0 3.0 3.3 3.1 3.0 3,3

years
40 to 44 years 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.3 2.9 3.2 3.3 2.8 3.1 3.2 2,8 3.043 to 49 3.4 2.7 3.3 3.4 2.8 3.1 3.5 2.8 3.1 3.3 2.6 3.0 3.2 2.7 2,9

years
30 to 54 34 2.3 2.9 3.1 2.4 2.6 3.2 2.3 2.6 3.0 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.3

yews
33 to 59 2.6

2.4
1.9

1.9
1.6
1.3

2.6
2.3
2.0

2.1
2.4
2.0

2.1
1.11

1.7

2.3
2.2
2.1

2.9
2.3
1.9

2.3
2.0
1.9

2.6
2.3
2.2

2.6
2.0
1.6

2.3
2.0
1.9

2.3
2.2
2.0

2.1
1.6
1.2

2.1
1.6
1.6

2.2
Le
1.7

years
40 to 64 seam
65 to 69 yeses
TO to 74 years 1.3 1.0 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.3 1.3 1.I 1.1 1.6 1.7 0.6 1.3 1.4733.616 sad over 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.1t 2.3 1.5 2.0 2.4 1.2 2.0 2.2 0.a 1.6 1.6

I Toe eiptaaattas at missareneat prosellote, rat chapter I. Pais 17. Source: Ratobulated and competed from data Is 1910 Camas et Population.
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Table A-9.-PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION 1N SELECTED AGE GROUPS BY
DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, BY
RURAL AND URBAN RESIDENCE AND COLOR, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

Issidenef, eolor, and ate group Total
Maid*

4W'n
*cunt'''.

Distance from nearest SW'

leas than
SO miles

50 to 99

miles
100 to 149

atlas
130 miles
or mono

91W 5 YEW
White:

Rural farm 9.3 9.1 9.0 11.9 10.0 11.4
Rural nonfarm 11.8 12.5 11.8 11.3 11.5 12.4
Urban 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.6 11.1 12.1

Nonwhite:

Aural farm 14.8 13.3 14.0 14.9 13.9 17.3
Rural nonfarm 14.8 13.7 14.7 14.9 15.6 19.0
Urban 14.1 14.4 13.8 14.1 14.3 13.9

5 to 14 MRS

White:
Rural farm 21.7 21.2 21.4 21.3 22.6 24.1
Rural nonfarm 21.2 21.5 21.1 20.9 20.7 21.5
Urban 18.6 18.4 18.8 18.7 19.5 20.5

Nonwhite:
Rural farm 29.6 27.3 28.8 30.0 20.7 2.7
Rural nonfarm 25.7 23.2 25.8 26.3 26.7 27.2
Urban 21.6 21.3 22.9 23.4 23.4 22.0

15 to 19 TIM

White:

Rural farm 9.1 8.8 9.1 9.2 9.2 1.6
Rural nonfarm 7.8 7.5 7.7 8.1 8.1 7.6
Urban 7.0 6.8 7.6 7.5 7.9 7.7

Nonwhite:
Rural farm 11.7 11.2 U.S 11.9 11.2 10.6
Rural nonfarm 9.5 9.2 9.6 9.7 9.3 8.9
Urban 7.0 6.8 8.3 8.2 7.9 7.2

20 to 24 YEARS

White:
Rural farm 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.1
Rural roofers 6.1 6.2 5.9 6.1 6.1 5.9
Urban 6.1 6.0 6.4 6.6 6.5 6.6

Nonwhite:
Rural farm 5.4 3.3 5.6 5.1 5.5 6.3
Rural nonfarm 6.3 8.0 6.3 6.0 6.7 7.9
Urban 6.6 6.7 6.4 5.9 6.1 8.3

21 to 44 YEARS

White:
Rural farm 21.7 21.8 21.6 21.5 21.9 23.5
Rural nonfarm 25.6 2".7 25.6 24.2 23.4 24.3
Urban 26.9 27.4 25.8 25.0 24.4 25.5

Nonwhite:
Rural farm 16.4 18.2 16.4 16.1 17.2 19.8
Rural nonfarm 20.8 24.2 20.7 19.6 19.9 21.6
Urban 27.3 28.3 23.6 21.9 22.5 28.0

43 to 64 TEARS

Otto:
Rural farm 24.3 24.5 24.1 24.9 23.6 21.6
Rural nonfarm 18.6 17.5 11.5 19.1 19.3 19.2
Urban 21. 21.3 20.1 20.4 19.9 18.3

Nonwhite:
Rural farm 13.9 17.8 16.6 13.7 14.1 13.1
Rural nonfarm 15.2 13.4 13.4 15.4 14.6 10.8
Urban 17.3 17.2 17.4 18.2 17.9 14.0

63 MRS AND ORR

White:

Rural fora 9.1 10.3 10.3 10.0 8.6 6.6
Rural nonfarm 9.1 7.1 9.3 10.3 10.9 9.4
Urban 9.5 9.2 10.3 10.9 10.6 9.0

Nonwhite:
Rural farm 6.2 6.8 6.7 6.1 5.4 1.1
Rural nonfarm 7.5 6.2 7.6 8.1 7.1 4.6
Urban 5.8 3.3 7.7 8.3 7.6 4.6

For explanation of measurement procedure, we chapter I, page It

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-10.-DEPENDENCY RATIOS BY DISTANCE FROM NEAREST STANDARD
METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA, BY RESIDENCE AND COLOR, FOR THE
CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

MnIdome. color.
sad depomn ago Total

Is DOA
nnth,"

Olsten* tram worse. MAI

lam thin
10 alles

50 to 99

aloe
100 to 149

miles
150 mllso
roe mono

TOTAL ONPUMENCY RATIO

Total 90.7 85.0 99.2 102.4 103.4 102.4Yalta 81.9 84.1 96.4 97.8 100.9 101.0
Monhlto 106.4 92.9 129.6 138.7 139.1 138.2

Rural rum. 109.4 100.2 104.6 107.0 106.9 105.1Wt. 99.4 97.9 99.8 91.4 101.6 10).5
Mammals' 169.2 141.4 199.4 169.4 171.6 194.7

Intel momfarm 102.6 95.3 10).3 107.2 107.9 106.2*Ito 99.6 94.9 100.0 102.6 105.1 14).41
No malts 135.1 110.1 1.16.1 143.9 142.3 1411.6

Orbs 25.8 83.6 92.8 95.1 97.6 97.6
Wilts 84.6 82.6 91.2 92.3 96.7 97.6
Mon1t'

mum DePtaDENCY RATIO

99.2 91.7 111.0 117.2 113.8 98.7

Total 73.4 69.2 79.8 81.9 83.0 89.1
alto 71.1 67.5 76.7 77.1 00.2 83.4
11conita 9).7 82.6 112.4 120.) 122.8 127.0

Moral taro 86.2 00.1 83.11 87.2 0.4 91.4
Wa1t' 79.9 77,6 71.8 78.6 84.3 419.8
Mommhlte 148.8 134.9 141.9 193.1 197.0 141.7

Rural meant 84.3 81.6 84.7 06.4 83.8 07.5
alto 81.9 80.7 81.3 81.6 82.6 89.9
Moomalto 117.6 97.1 118.1 124.1 125.1 137.0

Oran 68.9 67.9 73.0 74.4 W., 80.0*144 67.0 65.7 71.1 71.2 75.7 79.1
lkombln 44.0 41.9 94.8 99.1 97.6 89.9

AORD 11140111OILI RATIO

1na1 17.3 15,9 19.4 20.9 20.5 17.9
&1to 17.8 16.6 19.6 20.8 20.8 17.6
Monalto 12.6 10.1 17,2 18.9 16.3 11.:

Moral tarn 19.2 20.1 20.7 19.4 17.2 13.1
WAlte 19.9 20.3 21.0 19.8 17.3 13.8
Montalto 16.4 16.9 17.5 16.4 14.6 13.0

Rural mamtarm 18.1 U.7 18.6 20.8 22.0 18.6
*Ito

111.2 13.7 18.7 20.9 22,4 10.1
Monello 17.9 U.0 18.0 19.8 17.1 11.9

Urns 16.9 16.1 19.8 20.7 20.7 17.9
Wa1t' 17.6 16.8 20.1 21.0 20.9 1701
Mannito 11.2 10.2 16.2 18.1 16.2 9.1

For ezplanatioa of measurement procedure, see chapter I, page 1.7

Source: Computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-11.-SEX RATIOS FOR 5-YEAR AGE GROUPS OF THE RURAL AND
URBAN POPULATIONS, BY COLOR, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES:
1960

Are

Moles per 100 females

Total Rural farm Rural nonfarm Urban

Whits 1 Nunwititol White I Mandato Otto Nonwhite White NorwAlte

All ages Vt. 3 94.2 101.0 101.6 103.1 102.3 94.) 91.3

Under S years 104.1 100.4 104.8 101.6 104.4 100.6 103.9 100.1
5 to 9 Pere 104.0 92.3 106.4 101.0 105.3 100.7 103.3 99.7
10 to 14 years 104.2 100.6 108.2 106.0 106.1 103.6 102.9 99.0
15 to 19 years 101.9 111.0 122.0 109.0 113.5 114.9 95.6 91.2
20 to 24 years 96.2 19.4 120.2 109.4 111.0 122.0 90.2 60.7

25 to 29 years 97.5 67.1 96.8 16.9 97.6 102.4 '7.6 64.0
30 to 34 years 96.9 85.1 91.6 79.0 99.6 91.4 96.3 63.0
IS to 34 year. 95.6 88.2 94.9 79.7 102.2 97.0 94.) 67.1
40 to 44 veers 96.1 69.1 91.4 66.7 102.9 97.9 93.9 67.4
0 to 49 r.nrs 97.2 91.6 107.0 99.4 105.2 98.1 93.8 69.8

sa to 5< years 96.7 94.6 109.2 106.3 106.4 99.1 93.1 92.4
55 to 59 years 94.6 95.6 112.1 111.7 100.9 98.6 91.0 93.4
60 to 64 years 90.6 91.8 116.7 109.5 96.7 92.0 86.2 90.1
65 to 69 years 87.0 90.4 119.1 116.1 96.4 91.6 81.3 87.4

to 74 years 64.) 90.2 12).) 118.4 46.3 95.9 77., 115.6
75 years and over 73.6 64.9 110.1 112.8 86.0 97.1 66.3 77.7

Source : Itetabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

Table A-12.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
AGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44

1. Rural-Farm Population of the Conterminous United States: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Seta
coefficient

Constant Lira 13,19.0371 76.0586 -

Percent of the male employed work force Oho are farmers and
farm emnieere 1-.1311 .0303 -.0511

Percent of the male employed work foree who ere farm laborers
owl form foremen 1.7446 .1063 .1)62

Fervent of females 14 years end over mho ere employed 1-.6166 .1631 -.0929

Median female pereonal Imam 1-.0221 .0077 -.cm*

Median years of school eompleted WI males and females 23 years
4r41 over 1-7.8181 .6130 -.2676

Median family income 1.0128 .0012 .2292

Patient of ever - married mown, aged 15 to 44, rho ere aged 13
to 24 1.1.5904 .1609 -.1903

Percent of ever-married women, aged IS to 44, alto ere aged 25
to 34 1.38)9 .1237 .0099

Proximity to metropolitan centers 1-14.9440 1.2463 -.2540

Multiple corrolsticm coefficient .4070

Standard error of estimate 353.2657

-Repremnta zero.
1 The regression coefficient wee aianiffeantly different from urn at the .03 level.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.



256 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

Table A-12.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHnE WOMEN
ACED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 To 44-Cos.

2. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the Conterminous United States: 1960

timlPmdent variable
Partial

pairession
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Bets
craffiaismt

Constant tees.
13134.1552 76.1336 -

Ferment of the male employed wart fors* mho are farmers and
farm mowers

-.0919 MI5 ..0149

Percent of the male employed sort foree mho are farm laborers
and farm foresee

11.2998 .1017 .2203
Percent of females 14 years and over mbo are employed 1.1.2831 .1207 .2793
Medias female personal lass -.0064 .0053 ..0261
Median years of 'sisal completed by males end female. 25 years
and over 4.4.1740 .4329 .42037

Mallen family income
4.0092 .0001 .2235

Percent of ever-mulled scomnoged 1, to 44, mho are aped IS
to 24

4-1.2333 .1214 -.1716

Ferment of ever.mmunied mason, aged 15 to 44, mbo ere aged 25
to )4

1.3622 .1225 .048$
Prosimity to metro/elites' minters I-14.1125 .9049 -.3139

Multiple torreletion eceffielent .5211

Stand/21 error of estimate
268.6118,

- Represents zero.
The regression coefficient was significantly different from zero at the .03 level.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

3. Urban Population of the Conterminous United States: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Bets
coeffisiat

...

Curtest term
42444.0622 105.4912

Fervent of the mile employed wart force vb., are farmers and
farm managers

-.1489 .3120 -.CCM
Penman of the male employed cork force who are fors laborers
mud fans foremen 43.9243 .2641 250

Persist of rendes 14 years and over *a are enplOyval -.2229 .1436 -.WS
Median tamale persanal income

4-.0297 .0049 -.160)

Medium years of mahout completed by sales and female. 25 years
end over 1- 2.2003 .4673 ..0012

Medten family income
4.0052 .0011 20

Percent of ever-serried mown, Ned 15 to 44, mbo are aged 15
to 24 1- 2.1711 .124) ..3424

Fervent of ever-earried women, aged 15 to 44, rho are aged 23
to 34

1.7910 .1466 .1014

Proximity to metropolitan centers I-10.0016 .8192 ...Oa,

Multiplm correlation coefficient

Standard error of estimate

.S1110

233.0239

- Represents zero.
tithe regresidon coefficient was significantly different front sere at the .03 level.
Source : Retabulated and computed front data in 1000 Census of Population.
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Table A-12.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
AGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44--CON.

4. Rural-Farm Population of the Northeast Region: 1960

Independeat variable
Partial

ragressiom
coefficient

Standard
deviation

lets
coefficient

Constant term. 14121.5446 947.914C -

Fervent cC the male employed work force who are farmers and
farm mamegers -.2594 .3642 -.0090

Percent at the male employed work force *go ..re farm laborers
and rare foremen 11.6275 .5137 .2973

Percent of ferries 14 yours and over who are employed 1.0563 .9721 .1430

Midinn Comae personal income 1 -.0534 .0269 -.2743

Median yeah of echooi completed by males and females 25 years
and over .1.5400 2.5366 -.0474

Modish family ireoem . 1-.0113 .0377 -.2014

Percent of ever - married town. aged 15 to 44, who are aged 15
to 24 14.4777 .6511 -.1874

Percent of ever-married women, aged 15 to 44, who are aged 25
to 34 -.6719 .4232 -.1121

Proximity to metropolitan centers 1-18.0111 3.0722 -.3692

Multiple correlation coefficient

Standard error of estimate

.5318

216.2925

- Represents sero.
I The regression coefficient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1000 Census of Population.

5. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the Norheast Region: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regression
coefficient

Stands:1i

deviation
Mete

coefficient

Constant term

Percent of the male employed work force who are farmers and

13320.69%4 699.0082

fans managers - 1.5160 1.3482 Orb
Pervert of the male employed work force who are farm laborers
and term foremen 13.2775 .8541 .3040

?orient of females 14 years ond over who are employed 1..7139 .3140 -.1719

Mediae female personal income -.0052 .0105 -.0477

Median years cc school completed by males and females 25 years
sad over .1610 1.1324 .0387

Median family WOW 1.6586 .0023 -.1861

Percent of ever- married women, aged 15 tr 44, who are aged 19
to 24 -.192S .3804 -.0365

Percent at eveNeerried women, mod 15 to 44, who are aged 25
to 34 .3905 .4273 -.0523

Petoimity to metropolitan centers 141.1990 1.7997 ..4290

Multiple cormlletion eoefficient .6747

Standard error of *sliest 142.4794

- Represents sera.
1The regression coefficient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of population.
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Table A-12.-SaLECTED RESULTS OF ma ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMENAGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARROW WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44-Com.

6. Urban Population of the Northeast Region: 1960

Indepoltrat vir '4h/e
Partial

ruge6641°B
eceffisient

Standard
deviation

Bete
coefficient

Constant tore.
17106.2302 710.7030 -

Percent or the ails sployod work foras who are farmers and
fare wagers

14.3615 1.9545 ..1216
Perrot at the sale seploye4 work forc who ars fare laborers
and farm foresee

13.3342 1.7403 .1431
Person% of females 14 years mad over who are employed

.3245 .3704 .0876
Malian resole personal income

1.0320 .0041 ..3398
Mediae pare of sehool cospleted by moles and females 25 mire
and over

.1227 1.1243 .0065
Median featly imam

1.0189 .0029 -.1007
Perces% of ever-narried women, aged 15 to 44, who are aged 15
to 24

1.9740 .3502 ..1963
Percent of ever-serried women, aged 15 to 44, who ars aged 25
to 34

.2837 .3810 .0499
Proximity to metropolitan rectors

1.7.6358 1.5350 -.3496

Multiple correlation eoffieient

Standard error of estivate

.6130

134.8144

- Represents sere.
* The regression toeflicient was significantly different trot at the .05 level.
Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1080 Com,. ovulation.

7. Rural-Farm Population of the North Central Region: 1960

trdepandnt variable
Partial

ragresalon
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Meta

coefficient

constant term
14013.5401 244.0734 -

Percent of the We employed work force who a*,.. !armors and
fare wagers

1-.4286 .1025 -.1653
Percent of the =a employed work force who are fare lmborare
and fare foreman

11.9118 .2206 .2493
tenet of females 14 years and over who an employed

1.7439 .2708 .1006
Median resole personal income

1..0603 .0136 -.1552
Median year' Of Khool completod try gals ad Males 25 pore
and over

1-11.3734 .6632
''3414Median family income

1.0061 .0026 .008
Percent of sver-aarried woman, aged 13 to 44, who are aged 15
to 24

1.2.1796 .2722

-4Percent of ever.gmerried w000n, aged 13 to 44, who are aged 25
to 34

.2279 .2114
Proximity to estropoli..en centers

1-18.4918 2.1472 . ..3214

4rttipl corrolatio coefficient

Standard error of *tints

.1610

311.0129

- Represents sero.
The regression coeMeient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.

Source : ietabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-12.-SELECTED R2SULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN E 41,R BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
AGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 4+ -CON.

8. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the N rth Central Region: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regression
coefficient

Standar.
deviation

Seta
coefficient

Scented term 13437,1062 321.9006 -
Portent of the male employed work forme who an farmers and
fare softer,

1..,7191 .2121 ...1527
Percent of the male employed work fore who an fans laborers
and faro foremen ,0445 .2932 .0051

Percent of resales 14 years and over *0 are employed 1,3700 .2069 .0690
Median female personal income 1-.0300 .0097 -.1157
Median years of school completed by males and ford.. 25 years
are over 14.3317 .7109 -.2622

median tamely income -.0010 .0014 -.0232
Percent of ever-married town, wed 15 to 44, who are wed IS
to 24 1-1.3453 .1936 8..2047

Percent of ever-serried wean, wee 15 to 44, who are wed 25
to 34

1.3874 .1113 .0633
Pm-Jetty to metropolitan centers

1-11.0141 1.5323 -.2823

Multiple correlation coefficient .4324

Standard error of estimate 229.1279

- Represents sero.
I The regression coticlent was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data in 1950 Census of Population.

9. Urban Population of the North Central Region: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Seta
oldfieient

Caostant taro. I2760.1961 444.5181 -
Percent of the male employed work force who are farmers Ire
farm mongers

..6193 .6133 -.0299
Percent of the male employee work forte who Sr. farm laborers
and farm foremen -.6621 .8570 -.0297

Portent of rummage 14 years sod over who are employed %MS .2747 .0969
Median tetra, personal income

1-.0161 .0102 -.2429
Medlin pare of school completed by males and females 25 years
and over

-.1311 .S170 -.0353
'warm folly income

.0017 .0013 .0250
14 of emorearr'n1 women Med 15 to 44, sto arm 16.413

.

of evermsrried sown, aged 13 to 44, tto are geed 23
to 34

1.2.9210

.2660

.2114

.24:0

-.4553

.0364
Prosimity to metropolitan centers 143.1637 1.4122 -.3369

Multiple correlation coefficient

standard error of estimate

.6006

201.2141

- Represents sero.
I The regression coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .4)5 level.
Source: Ratabulated and computed from data in 1950 Census of Population.
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Table A-12.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
AGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44-- -CON.

10. Rural-Farm Population of the South: 1960

Independent variable
.

Partial
raireseion
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Beta
coefficient

Constant term
14141.4297 204.5822

Percent of the all micro Jotk for ?, vho are farmers and
farm managers

1.7531 .0403 -.2436
Percent of the male employed wank force.who are farm laborers
and farm Common

1.6980 .1424 .1315
Percent of females 14 pears and over kto are employed

1.4.3375 .2099 .2320
Median t. 1. pommel income

.0076 .0112 .0225
Median years of abaci Completed by melee and females 25 years
and over

1-10.2203 .9429 .2894
F.-lian featly income

1-.0064 .0026 -.0734
Percent of ever-married ;omen, wed 15 to 44, who are Ned 15
U2 24

.59111 .2090 -.0774
Percent of ever-married women, seed 15 to 44, who are seed 2$
U2 34

.2013 .1611 .0334
Proximity to metropolitan canters

1-13.01903 2.4204 -.1640

Multiple correlation coefficient

Standard error of estimate

.scel

334.8044

- Represents zero.
%The regression coefacient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
Sottree: Retabulsted and computed from data in 196V Census of Population.

11. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the South: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regreemion
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Bete
comffisient

Constant term 14016.7090 254.8230 -
Percent of the sale employed work force vbo are farriers and
farm managers

1-.6079 .1718 .1106
Percent of the male employed wart force who are farm laborers
and farm foremen 11.5150 .1321 .2728

Percent of female' 14 pears and over who are employed 1.1.71770 .1532 .0446
Median furls pereanal tram .0073 .0078 .0276

Mediu years of school completed by males and females 25 years
and over 1.4.1452 .6190 -.X67

radio family income 1- .0033 .0313 ..0508

Percent of ever-married women, weed 15 to 44, who are aged 15
to 24 1.1.2563 .1704 -.1613

Percent of ever-marred women, eyed 15 to 44, who are Ned 25
to 14 1.3512 .1726 .0444

Proximity to metropolitan centers 1-13.3798 1.6029 -41912

Multiple correlation coefficient .6449

Standard error of estimate 252.6118

Represents zero.
1The regression coefIcient was significantly Afferent from zero at the .00 level.
Nome: Retabuleted and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-12.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCINGTHE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVXR-MARRIED WHITE WOMENAGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN ACT') 15 TO 44-Com.

12. Urban Population of the South. 1960

Independent variable
Partial

regreseion
coefficient

Standen
dietetical

1sta

coefficient

Constant term
12755.2149 400.4911 -Percent of the mole employed work forte who are fanners and

faro tanagers
-.2353 .3294 -.0113Pereent of the male employed work force who are farm laborers

sad fare foremen
13.9036

.2941 .3174Percent of females 14 years and over who are employed
1.6414 .1507 -.1505tweien female Personal the

semi= years of school completed by melee end females 23 years
and over

1..0097

1.4.0256

.0051

.5396

...0574

...2496Median family inane
.0006 .0013 .0169Percent of ever-married women, eyed 15 to 44, who are eyed 15

to 24
1-1.4645 .1447 -.2413Portent of ever-married town, eyed 15 to 44, who are wed 25

to 34
11.0502 .1649 . V412Proximity to setropolitan centers

I-11.4619 1.3149 ...26..0

Multiple correlation Coefficient

Standard error of 'attests

.7219

191.3906
- Represents sao.
1The regression coefficient was significantly different from sera at the .06 level.
Bounce: Retabuloted and computed from data in 1000 Census of Population.

13. Rural-Farm Population of the West: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

rlirmulice
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Seta
coefficient

Constant tare

tersest of the male employed work force who are farmers end
form minegers

16285.7973

1...4634

577.0551

.1714

-

...1532Pasant of the mats employed work forgo who are farm laborersand rem forms
.1639 ...75 .0359Percent of females 14 peers end over who are employed

-.0696 .sdat r.0967Median resale pommel income
1-.0422 .0232 ...1247MUGU pare of arbool completed by

males and females 23 Yearsled over
-.7740 2.3452 -.0151Median family insomm
Ir.0536 .0199 -.1941Portent of everemarried yawn, sled 13 to 44, Who are aged 13to 24..

1.2.2440 .4604 ...21151Percent of ever - married wren, wed 15 to 44, who are aged 23
to 34

-.1327 .3764 ...0497Proximity to metropolitan centers
147.6219 4.6109 -.2156

Multiple sorrelation coefficient
.4647

Standard error or estimate
370.5576

- Represents smro.
The regression coefficient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.

lioures: Retabulated and computed from data in 1000 Census of Population.
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Table A-12.-SEULCTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING

THE NUMUR OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED WHITE WOMEN
AGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44-Com.

14. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the West: 1960

taispendent variable

Partial
regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Seta
ecoffielest

Conmtant tern. 17125.2608 554.8705 -

Percent of the mole 'splayed mark fore' who are !armors end

form smears 11.3628 .2036 .20N

Percent of the mole employed work force who ere term laborers

and fora forma .1022 .2260 .02C0

Portent of resoles 14 years and over who are cloyed 1-1.2838 .4046 41719

Median femsle personal Loma -.0095 .0145 ..0351

Mien years of school completed by moles and resoles 25 rears

and over 1-11.7449 1.5722 ...1477

Median family income 1-.0,11 .0137 ..177

Percent of ever-married maws, mged 15 to 44, who are mead 15

to 24 1-1.0520 .3136 ..1322

Percunt of everearried women, seed 15 to 44, who are seed 25

to J4 -.0944 .3182 .0115

Proximity to metropolitan 'esters 1-8.3333 3.0893 -41349

Multiple correlation eoeffielent .6667

Standard error of estimate 285.6378

- Represents seat.
1 The regression coemetent was significantly different from SOTO at the .05 level.

Source: Retabulated acid computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

15. Urban Population of the West: 1960

Uchqsndent veriable

Partiel

Tigreelicecoefficient

Standen'
deviation

Sets
coeffielent

-......

Constemt term 14344.9512 821.2380
.

Percent of thm male employed work forge who are farmers and

form mummer' 14.7762 .6579 .3*,

Pereeat of the mile employed work i.wee who are far" laborers

and tars foremen .6101 .4279 ..MS

Persist of females 14 years and over who are employed .0041 .3182 .0136

Median resale personal income 1-.0416 .0105 ...MI

Median year" of Othool completed br males and resoles 29 Years

and over 1.14.9133 1.6579 ..4704

Median fem:ly income -.0023 .0373 .017/

Percent of ever.ssrried town, mead 13 to 44, who are Mad 15

to 24 1.1.5446 .2837
NO

Percent of ewer-married women, mead 11 to 44, testa are Reed 25

to 14 1.9630 .3435 .1119

Proximity to metropolitan centers 1-11.2096 2.4179 ..2199

Multiple correlation coefficient

Slenderd error of estimate

..7174

103.1092 .10

- Represents 11[0.

1 The regression coeffelent was significantly different from Zero at the .05 level.

Source: **tabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-13.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS Ov FACTORS INFLUENCINGTHE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED NONWHITE WOMENAGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44

1. Rural-Farm Population of the South: 1960

I.40,0ndent variable
Partial

reirtsilan
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Os ta

coefficient

Constant term
17627.5366 214.1164 -Percent of the eel* employed wart force who are farmers and

form manager*
..2180 .3299 -.0513Percent of the .ale employed work

force who ere farm laborers
and fern foreman

..0710 .2644 -.0161Percent of females 14 year* and over who etc employed
-.5737 .4924 -.0729Median female personal IMMO
..0261 .0434 -.0440Median years of school completed by

male and females 25 yearsand over
1-13.6931 3.7672 -.2016Media feadly thecae

1..0*31 .0117 -.2173Percent of ever - married women, Ned 15 to 44, who are New 15to 24
1.3.0643 .5747 -.2925Percent of ever-married women, gaged 15 to 44, who are aged 25

to 34
1-1.3651 .1066 .1363Proximity to oetropoliten centers
-11.8685 11.4937 -.0753

Multiple correlation coefficient
.4938

Standard error of estimate
589.4096

- Represents saw.
1The regression coefficient was signifloultly different from sem at the .05 level.
Bonne: Retabulated and computed from data In 1900 Census of Population.

2. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the South: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

ligre..lcil
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Sete

emefficient

Constant term
16111.3049 134.7197 .Percent of the male employed work forge

who are fervors and
farm managers

1.5907 .2952 .0621Portent of the male employed work force who are form laborers
and farm foremen

.2120 .1373 .0503Percent of females 14 years and over who ors cloyed
1..0013 .0007 -.0571Median finals espousal be
1..0926 .0099 .4767Mediae years of *shoal completed by

males and female* 25 peerssod over
1.1.9427 1.6171 -.4011Medics family Imams
1..0313 .0047 -.2501Ferment of ever- married wommit,fted 15

to 49* C00 WO 211.4 15to 24
1.1,1704 .3227 -.1110Portent of seercIstried wan, aged 15 to 44, who are 0110/ 25

to 34
1,6393 .2476 -.0683Proximity to metropolitan deniers
.2.2444 3.2001 -.0210

144W1* correlation soeffisient
.1995

Standard error at @Waste
472.P/11

- Represents sett).
I The regression cockiest was sisnificantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Bourne: Rataba Wad and computed from data in 1900 Census of Population.
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Table A -13.- SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN EVER BORN TO EVER-MARRIED NONWHITE WOMEN
AGED 15 TO 44 PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15 TO 44-Continued

3. Urban Population of the South: 1960

Independent variable
Partial

reirmion
scoff!

Standar*
&viatica

Mt.
coeffiaient

Constant tom 14941.0001 206.1700 ...

Percent of the male employed work force 4co are farmers and
farm menage= 13.1944 1.1193 .0940

Percent of the mole employed work force who are farm laborers
and farm foremen .1185 .3123 .0218

Persist of females 14 years and over wbo are 'splayed 1.0020 .0016 .1107

Median tamale personal imam 1-.0883 .0246 -.1110

Median years of ecbool completed by males and females 25 "ISM
end over 4-15.5267 1.4304 -.3132

Median (amity income i-.0184 .0001 -.2167

Persist of ever-emullod woman, Ned 15 to 44, wbo are aged 15
to 24 1-1.6370 .3285 -.1762

Percent of even.married women, eyed 15 to 44, Wbo are aged 25
to 14 .0327 .2702 .0039

Promlnity to otropolitan centers -2.4391 2.8570 -.0087

Mbltiple correlation coefficient .5656

Standard error of estimate 418.1451

- Represents tiro.
ITbe repression &reddest was significantly different from uro at the .05 level.
Bounce: Retabulated and computed from data In 1940 Census of Population.
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Table A-14.-PERCENT ENROLLED IN SCHOOL, BY AGE GROUPS FOR THE RURAL
AND URBAN POPULATIONS, BY DIVISIONS, FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED
STATES: 1960

Division and reeldenee

Percent enrolled byes group

3 oral 6

years old
7 to 13

years old
14 end 13
years old

16 end 17
years old

IS and 19
years old

20 to 34
Saws old

M11131A11)

Waal farm. 55.5 91.3 94.7 12.6 41.3 3.0Rural nonfarm. 61.4 97.7 94.4 11.6 40.0 3.2Urban 74.7 97.7 93.0 80.6 44.9 10.0

ATLANTIC

aural farm. 63.9 18.3 93.0 10.4 31.1 2.7Rural nonfarm 66.3 97.9 94.3 11.7 34.6 4.1Urban 77.7 97.5 94.1 $2.1 42.3 15

RAN 103VH CIKRAL

Rural farm 52.0 96.1 95.8 86.2 33.2 2.9Rural nonfarm 36.8 97.8 94.7 12.4 33.2 3.9Urban 77.3 96.0 95.4 13.4 44.2 1.1

ICSTIORTNCINFRAL

Rural farm 56.7 98.2 93.7 81.3 38.5 3.8Rural nonfarm. 39.7 97.6 94.8 83.4 33.0 3.0
Urban 73.7 96.2 93.3 $4.1 50.3 10.2

SOWN ATLANTIC

Rural farm 36.8 95.7 09.4 73.7 36.0 3.8WAral nonfarm 41.8 90.3 19.6 70.2 30.2 4.3Urban 54.1 91 3 93.6 71.6 43.4 7.9

LAST 101M4 CZNTRAL

Rural farm 42.0 96.0 19.3 74.7 39.1 3.3
aural nonfarm 41.9 96.0 89.6 71.5 73.6 3.7
Urban 48.0 97.1 93.2 71.4 47.4 9.6

%NM 30U111 =mix.
Rural farm. 36.2 96.5 92.3 82.4 46.3 3.0
Rural nonfarm 38.4 96.6 91.6 70.2 37.7 5.1Urban 47.0 97.3 93.1 77.8 43.2 8.8

MOUNTAIN

Rural farm. 42.6 97.2 95.1 18.3 48.7 3.7
!Meal nonfarm. 51.4 96.3 93.6 83.2 39.5 6.8Urban 61.3 98.1 93.6 84.4 31.3 11.5

PACIFIC

alma farm 38.7 91.3 97.2 89.5 30.2 5.8
Rural ncrifarm. 65.1 97.9 93.9 11.3 31.9 6.0
Urban 79.8 91.4 96.5 81.3 45.2 10.3

Boum,: Ratabulatod and eomputed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A -15. -- PERCENT OF PERSONS 25 YEARS Ow AND OVER II If YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPLETED, BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND SEX, BY REOIONb, FOR
THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960

*Woe, eteitionee, solar
and sex

forams
25 pore
old and

over

Mere at wheal completed

Waite:

Nolo

female

1101011LA3f

Morel fere

Nonwhite:
Male
Imola

Rural Montero

White:
Nab
Female

Montalto:
Male
tamale

Urban

White:

Male
Female

Nolsohltm:

Male

female

Waite:
Male

female

Nonwhite:
Mal.
female

NORM ClIffNAL

Rural fare

Mural Montano

White:
Nolo
Female

Nonwhite:
Nile
female

Urban

100.0

100.0

1100.0

1100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0

2100.0
2100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

White:
Mlle 100.0
female. 100.0

Nonwhite:

Male 100.0
female 100.0

Less than 2,000 persons
Less than 8,000 persons

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

NOM

tlemontery sehaol Mob wheal College

1 to 4 to 6 7 1 to 3 4 1 to 3
for
eon

1.5 3.9 7.6 8.9 30.3 17.5 20.2 5.6 4.6
1.4 2.5 5.1 5.7 26.0 18.1 27.5 9.1 4.7

7.6 27.7 20.7 10.4 13.7 12.5 5.3 2.5 2.2
3.5 12.5 17.5 12.2 17.4 11.2 13.9 3.5 1.3

1.6 3.6 6.9 74 22.1 19.9 22.1 6.1 1.9
1.5 2.7 5.4 5.8 20.4 19.6 70.4 6.5 5.4

5.5 14.9 14.0 8.11 16.2 20.0 13.1 3.6 3.7
3.6 10.7 12.3 9.4 17.0 20.6 16.6 4.3 3.3

2.6 4.1 6.6 6.1 17.9 20.6 21.6 0.4 11.9
3.3 3.1 6.2 5.3 18.9 19.1 29.0 7.6 6.0

3.6 11.1 12.4 6.3 15.9 22.7 16.6 5.1 4.1
2.5 6.4 11.2 6.0 15.7 24.9 21.7 4.6 3.8

0.6 4.3 6.6 8.5 37.2 13.5 22.9 4.3 2.1
0.4 2.3 4.3 5.3 30.3 15.0 30.0 1.7 2.7

6.5 23.2 15.4 10.7 20.7 12.5 6.1 2.1 0.7
4.0 13.3 16.5 9.2 22.7 14.5 14.0 4.3 1.6

1.3 5.3 6.9 7.7 26.1 17.5 22.9 6.1 6.2
1.0 3.5 5.5 5.6 24.4 11.7 29.1 6.2 3.7

4.9 15.7 14.1 1.7 17.9 20.9 12.0 3.5 2.3
4.0 11.9 13.4 9.2 19.4 20.2 15.0 4.3 2.1

1.2 3.9 5.7 5.7 19.6 19.4 23.7 9.7 11.2
1.2 3.2 5.1 4.7 19.8 19.1 30.6 9,4 6.2

3.0 17.4 12.3 1.3 16.3 22.5 14.9 5.7 3.7
2.0 9.1 10.8 7.9 16.2 25.5 19.2 6.1 3.2
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Table A-15.-PERCENT OF PERSONS 25 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPLETED, BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND SEX, BY REGIONS, FOR
THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES: 1960-Con.

Negian, reoldonco, color,
owl ass

POTICMO
25 years
old sod
COOT

Tears of .shoal soopletod

None

Ilowntart oalsool NUN school Coils.

1 to 4 to 6 7 11 1 to 3 4 1 to 3
4 or
MOM

SOUTH

Rural Tens

White:

AN.

Male 100.0 3.4 15.5 15.2 12.1 18.4 15.7 13.1 3.9 2.6Vaal. 100.0 2.0 9.1 12.9 11.4 18.7 11.8 18.0 9.8 3.3
Montalto:

Male 100.0 12.2 42.1 19.6 8.7 7.2 6.2 2.5 0.7 0.6Peale 100.0 6.9 26.4 23.1 13.2 11.5 11.6 4.6 1.3 1.6

Rural Nonfarm

White:
Male 100.0 3.3 13.2 13.2 10.1 15.2 17.2 16.6 5.7 5.6halo 100.0 2.3 9.0 12.1 9.8 15.4 19.6 21.4 6.3 3.9

Nonwhite:
Nolo 100.0 12.3 35,5 11.0 8.9 1.0 9.4 4.9 1.3 1.5
resole 100.0 8.0 25.6 20.2 11.7 10.3 13.4 6.3 1.7 2.4

Urban

White:
Male 100.0 :.9 6.1 7.8 6.5 12.4 18.9 22.2 11.3 13.4
Towle 100.0 1.1 4.8 7.2 9.9 12.2 19.9 29.2 11.3 7.7

Nonwhite:
Nolo 100.0 6.1 23.6 16.6 9.0 10.9 19.8 9.9 3.9 3.6
?wale

tiTsr

100.0 4.7 17.5 13.9 9.1 12.2 19.5 12.4 3.8 4.4

Rural ?ors

Witt:
Sala 100.0 1.9 5.9 6.0 6.3 25.2 11.0 23.9 1.3 4.7
resale 100.0 1.2 3.2 4.0 4.0 11.2 20.2 31.2 12.7 5.4

Nonwhite:
Nolo '100.0 20.4 14.4 9.2 3,5 12.0 11.9 19.9 4,6 2.2
?male 1103.0 24.8 9.1 9.7 3,9 12.4 11.9 22.4 4.4 1.4

Rural Nonfarm

White:
Noll 100.0 2.3 5.8 5.8 6.0 19.6 19.9 23.3 9.1 6.2
?mule 100.0 1.4 3.5 4.6 4.3 16.9 22.0 30.6 11.2 3,1

Nonwhite:
Male 100.0 13.9 14.8 10.8 6.2 13.3 19.0 19.1 4.9 2.4
irmale 100.0 11.2 10.3 10.9 6.7 13.2 17.8 16.9 4.7 2.0

Man

Whitt:
Nolo 100.0 1.4 3.4 4.4 4.3 14.9 19.3 25.4 13.8 13.6Towle 100.0 1.3 2.8 3.6 3.9 13.7 20.0 33.2 13.7 6.0

Nonwhite:
Nall 100.0 4.2 1.9 9.1 6.9 12.3 20.3 20.6 10.7 7.1
Paulo 100.0 3.4 6.9 1.4 6.0 12,4 22.0 25.9 10.4 3.1

Less than 2,000 persons.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 1900 Consul of Population.
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Table A-16.-PERCIPIT OF PZRSONS 25 YEARS OLD AND OVER, RV YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPUTED, BY RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND SIX, sY DIVISIONS, FOR
THE CONTRRMINOUS UNIT= STATILE 1960

Divisive, residence, color,
and sex

Persons
25 years
old and

over

Years a< school completed

None

Elementary 'shoal Nigh whoa/ Coll 19

1 to 4 5 to 6 7 1 to 3 4 1 to 3
4 or
acre

NM ENGLAND

Rural Perm

White: Mile 100.0 2.1 3.7 6.5 6.3 27.4 19.0 21.2 7.1 6.6Female 100.0 1.7 2.3 4.2 3.8 21.5 14.7 29.9 11.9 5.9
Nonwhite: Male 1100.0 7.0 13.2 7.9 11.4 13.2 21.1 12.3 10.5 3.5Pestle 1100.0 8.9 6.7 11.2 15.1 13.4 11.2 18.4 10.6 4.5

Rural Nonfarm

White: Mel* 100.0 1.5 2.4 5.5 6.3 19.8 20.4 23.7 8.6 11.3'resale 100.0 1.4 2.1 4.1 4.5 17,0 19.6 33.1 11.4 6.8
Nonwhite: Male 10C.J 5.3 6.1 6.6 6.9 18.1 23.5 20.3 5.7 5.4Penile 100.0 4.7 4.5 6.7 7.3 19,4 20.7 24.0 7.7 5.1

Urban

White: Mall 100.0 2.6 3.7 6.7 6.4 17.5 20.5 23.1 6.7 11.1Pestle 100.0 2.9 3.4 6.1 5.5 17.3 19.2 30.7 9.0 5.9
Nonwhite: Mile 100.0 3.6 8.6 11.0 7.7 15.9 22.7 18.7 5.9 5.9Female 100.0 2.4 6.4 9.6 7.9 15.2 24.8 24.2 5.7 3.9

MIDCil ATLANTIC

Rural Perm

Whits: Male 100.0 1.4 3.9 7.8 9.6 31.0 17.2 19.9 5.2 4.1
Female 100.0 1.3 2.6 5.3 6.2 27.1 17.9 26.8 8.4 4.3

Nonwhite: Male 2100.0 7.6 26.3 21.3 10.3 13.8 11.9 4.8 2.0 2.1female 2100.0 2.1 13.2 18.3 11.9 17.9 19.0 13.4 2.6 0.9

Rural Nonfarm

White: Mole 100.0 1.6 4,2 7,5 8.4 23.0 19.7 21,5 6.1 8.0Female 100,0 1.3 3.0 6.0 6,4 21.8 19.9 29.3 7.3 4.8
Nonwhite: Male 100.0 5.5 16.6 15.0 9.2 15.6 19.3 11.7 3.4 3.4

Female 100.0 3.6 11,7 13.3 9.7 16.6 20.6 17.7 3.7 3.0

Urban

White: Male 100.0 2.9 4.2 6.6 6.0 18.1 20.6 21.2 8.4 12.1resale 100.0 3.4 3.9 6.3 5.3 19.4 20.0 28.5 7.2 6.1
Nonwhite: Male 100.0 3.6 11,4 12.5 8.3 15.9 22.7 16.7 5.0 4.0

Peelle 100.0 2.5 8.6 11.3 8.0 13.7 24.9 21.3 4.5 3.1

LAX 10371 CILMYRAL

Mural Perm

White: Male 100.0 0.8 4.5 7.0 8.4 34.5 14.6 23.4 4.3 2.5
Female 100.0 0.5 2.5 4.7 5.6 29.7 16.2 29.5 8.3 2.9

Nonwhite: Male 3100.0 3.0 19.8 14.5 10.0 23.8 14.6 11.1 2.8 0.5resole 3100.0 2.3 11.3 13.1 7.8 24.6 16.8 18.4 4.2 1.6

Rural Nonfarm

Whits: Mule be 100.0 1.3 4.9 6.9 7.6 24.5 19.1 23.6 6.0 6.1Poole 100.0 0.9 3.2 5.4 5.7 23.2 20.2 30.4 7.3 3.7
Nonwhite: Male 100.0 4.8 15.5 13.5 8.4 17.8 22.5 11.5 3.7 2.3

Fessle 100.0 3.9 10.9 12.8 8.7 20.6 21.4 15.3 4.3 2.2
Urban

Whits: Male 100.0 1.4 4.0 5.9 5.7 19.0 20.4 23.4 9.3 10.9Female 100.0 1.4 3.3 5.4 4.8 19.5 20.7 30.3 4.6 6.0
Nonwhite: Male 100.0 2.9 13.4 12.3 8.3 16.2 22.9 14.8 5.7 3.6Pearls 100.0 2.0 9.0 10.8 7.9 16.2 25.8 19.3 6.1 3.0

I Lou than 200 persons.
I Less than 2,000 persons.

Lest than 8,000 persons.
Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1980 Census of Population.
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Table A-16.-PERCENT OF PERSONS 25 YEADs OLD AND OVER, BY YEARS OF
SCHOOL C)MPLETED, IV RESIDENCE, COLOR, AND SEX, BY DIVISIONS, FOR
THY UONTs.liallNOUS UNITED STATES: 1964 -Con.

Divisiom. reddens*, color,
and sex

Perms
25 years
old sod

Oat

Mere of echoel epopletod

None

Ileionter, oelkol KWh ',heal coil ass

1 to 4 5 to 6 7 I 1 to 7 4 1 to 4 or
NOM

MT Ian =MAL

Meal Imo

M110: MW 100.0 0.5 4.0 6.3 8.7 39.7 12.4 1..5 4.3 1.7
Female 100.0 0.3 2.2 3.9 5.0 20.9 13.8 30.4 11.1 2.4

Ilemalte: Halo 1100.0 8.4 25.1 15.9 11.1 19.0 11.4 6.5 1.8 0.8
Penile 100.0 4.9 14.3 18.3 9.9 21.7 13.2 11.7 4.3 1.6

Meal Nonfarm

White: Ws 100.0 1.2 6.0 7.0 8.0 29.2 14.5 21.2 6.3 6.6
Female 100.0 1.0 4.2 5.7 6.1 26.8 15.8 26.7 9.9 3.8

Nonwhite: Melt 100.0 5.0 16.0 15.3 8.9 18.1 18.0 13.0 3.2 2.5
female 100.0 4.3 13.5 14.3 10.0 18.6 18.5 14.6 4.3 1.9

Vet=

White: Melt % 100.0 0.8 3.4 5.0 5.6 21.3 16.8 24.5 10.6 12.0
Penile 100.0 0.7 2.6 4.4 4.6 20.5 17.2 31.5 11.7 6.8

Noewhite Melt 100.0 3.3 13.4 11.9 8.4 16.8 20.5 15.3 6.0 4.5
Nola 100.0 2.1 9.6 10.1 i.a 16.5 23.8 18.9 6.4 1.9

MOM MIMIC

Meal Pars

Whiles Nile 100.0 3.1 15.3 16.9 15.0 13.1 15.5 14.0 4.1 1.0
Female 100.0 1.6 8.9 13.7 14.3 13.4 18.0 19.7 6.6 3.8

Ni*.:onwh Nile 100.0 12.1 43.3 19.6 9.4 5.3 6.3 2.6 0.7 0.6
Paolo 100.0 6.6 26.3 23.1 14.8 9.0 11.7 5.7 1.2 1.6

Orel Nonfarm

White: Nile
Female

100.0
100.0

2.6
1.8

12.2
8.2

13.5
12.0

11.1
10.7

13.3
13.3

17.5
19.6

17.6
23.3

5.9
6.9

6.2
4.3

Nonwhite: Nile 100.0 11.3 35.2 18.5 9.9 7.2 9.6 5.3 1.4 1.6
Mole 100.0 7.1 25.1 20.1 12.9 9.2 13.8 7.5 1.7 2.7

Urban

Mite: Ildo 100.0 1.3 5.1 7.7 6.8 12.3 18.8 22.4 11.1 14.4
Pend, 100.0 1.2 3.9 7.0 6.1 12.1 19.7 30.0 11.8 8.2

Na 100.0 6.2 23.4 16.0 9.1 10.0 16.2 10.4 3.9 4.0
te-le 100.0 4.2 17.4 16.2 10.0 11.1 19.5 12.9 4.0 4.7

LAX NOM CORRAL

Moral Pero

White: Nile 100.0 1.1 17.7 15.3 10.5 23.6 14.1 10.7 3.1 2.0
resale 100.0 1.6 9.9 13.6 10.2 25.1 17.6 14.7 4.7 2.6

Nonwhite: Nile
Pewit

level Nonfarm

100.0
100.0

11.6
6.3

42.1
26.9

20.5
24.1

7.9
11.5

9.2
14.2

5.6
11.3

2.0
3.1

0.6
1.3

0.5
1.3

White: Nile 100.0 3.2 15.1 13.5 9.0 18.9 15.9 14.7 5.0 4.7/malt 100.0 2.1 10.5 12.9 9.0 19.8 18.8 18.1 5.5 3.3

Ihmttio: Halo 100.0 12.8 37.5 18.0 7.2 9.2 8.6 4.2 1.3 1.4
Female 100.0 7.9 26.5 21.3 9.9 12.9 12.8 5.0 1.6 2.0

Urban

Mile: Nile
Pewit

100.0
100.0

1.3
0.9

6.1
4.6

8.0
7.4

6.3
5.8

15.1

15.2
18.8
20.6

22.5
MS

10.3

10.1

11.6
6.7

Nonwhite: Nile 100.0 7.5 25.7 17.1 8.4 12.4 14.5 8.6 3.1 2.9
Fesalt 100.0 4.8 18.8 16.6 9.2 14.1 19.1 10.6 3.1 3.7

1 LON than 8,000 persons.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data In 111110 Census of Population.
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Table A-16.-PaRCI,NT OF PERSONS 25 YEARS OLD AND OVER, BY YEARS OF
SCHOOL COMPLETED, BY RESEDINCE, COLOR, AND SEX, ay DNISIONS, FOR
111Z CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATIC 1960-Con.

Division, rseldmose, solar,
mad met

POMONA
23 years
old and
Oyer

Years of school completed

Nose

Ilseentary eehosl Nigh eelsool Collage

1 to 4 9 to 6 7 I to 3 4 1 to 3 4 or
sore

1t.1T =TN =MAL

Aural /arm

White: Nils 100.0 4.1 13.4 13.1 10.4 10.0 17.0 144 4.0 2.0female 100.0 3.0 0.2 11.0 9.3 17.7 21.2 19.7 6.3 3.5
Nonwhite: Nile 100.0 13.7 30.9 18.0 0.5 8.6 7.2 3.3 1.1 0.6resole 100.0 0.9 23.3 21.1 12.1 12.6 12.1 4,3 1.3 2.0

Dural Nontsrn

White: Mao 100.0 4.7 13.3 12.2 9.2 13.3 17.0 16.4 3.0 3.2heel. 100.0 3.7 9.3 11.3 0.0 13.1 21.2 20.7 6.0 3.0
Nonwhite: Nils 100.0 14.0 34.6 16.9 0.3 0.7 9,6 4.7 1.7 1.3female 100.0 10.0 23.7 19.4 10.7 11.1 12.9 3.9 1.0 2.4

Urban

White: Nils 100.0 2.8 7.3 7.0 6.2 11.1 18.0 21.0 1.2.1 12.9heels 100.0 3.0 6.0 7.4 3.6 10.0 19.0 20.6 11.3 7.5
Nonwhite: MM. 100.0 7.5 22.3 15.8 9.1 11.3 16.3 10.1 4.3 3.4/eagle 100.0 3.3 16.7 14.9 9.0 12.2 19.0 12.7 4.0 4,3

MOUNTAIN

Mural 7arn

tilts: Nile 100.0 1.3 4.9 3.6 6.0 26.7 18.4 24.9 0.0 4.1fenals 100.0 0.0 2.7 3.4 3.5 10.2 20.3 32.3 13.9 4.9
Montalto: Nile

/male
11e0.0
100.0

32.9
41.0

13.3
10.6

10.0
10.2

6.3
3.7

10.1
9.4

10.4
10.0

11.3
11.4

2.7
2.0

o.s
o.s

Rural Nonfarm

Kit,: Nils 100.0 2.3 6.3 6.1 3.7 20.0 19.2 22.0 9.0 0.4Feints 100.0 1.0 4.2 4.8 4.3 16.6 21.2 29.3 11.7 5.0
Nonwhite: Nile 100.0 22.3 15.5 11.7 3.7 11.3 16.2 11.9 3.3 1.9Male 100.0 20.9 11.2 11.2 6.6 11.3 14.3 11.5 3.2 1.6

Vrten

MA Ws Male 100.0 1.2 3.0 4.4 4.3 13.3 18.4 23.3 13.2 13.0female 100.0 1.1 3.0 3.9 3.3 13.0 19.1 33.2 14.0 0.4
Nonwhite: Mlle 100.0 4.2 11.3 10.3 7.2 1.3.0 20.3 10.4 0.0 6.0Petiole 100.0 3.9 7.6 10.1 7.1 13.9 22.3 22.4 7.9 4.6

PACITIC

Dural Tars-

Whit.: Male 100.0 2.3 6.0 6.4 6.6 23.9 17.6 23,0 0.9 3.2/seal. 100.0 1.4 3.6 4.4 4.4 10.3 20.0 30.3 11,7 3.0
Ikanibito: Male 100.0 0.0 13,6 0.4 4.8 13.7 13.2 27.0 6.3 3.4noels 100.0 3.2 7.3 9.0 4.1 15.8 14.1 33.2 7.2 2.1

Aural *mem

Whit*: Mlle 100.0 2.2 3.6 3.7 6.1 19.4 20.3 23.3 9.2 8./female 100.0 1.2 3.1 4.4 4.6 16.3 22.4 31.1 11.0 3.7
Nictitate: Nils 100.0 7,0 14.2 10.1 6,3 14.9 21.2 17.7 3.6 2.070aels 100.0 3.0 9.3 9.6 6.8 15.6 21.9 22.7 6.5 2.3

Urban

Wite: MAU 100.0 1.4 3.3 4,4 4.3 14.2 19., 23.4 13.9 13.3Petiole 100.0 1.3 2.7 3.8 3.3 13.7 20.2 33.2 13.6 7.9
Nadtite: Nile 100.0 4.2 0.6 0.9 6.3 12.2 20.3 21.1 11.0 7.2heels 100.0 3.4 6.3 0.2 1.9 12.2 21.9 26.3 10.6 3.2

lass On 2.000 persons.

Source: Rstabulated and computed from data In 19.0 Census of Population.
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Table A-21.-St.LECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
MEDIAN INCOME OF WHITE FAMILIES

1. Rural-Farm Population of the Conterminous United States: 1959

Indelemdant variable Regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Seta
coefficient

Constant term.
11772.1974 100.3423 -Averse value of foreland and

buildings per fare
1.0036 .0003 .0661Mils male unemployemot rote

139.2253 3.9512 .2132
Portent of rural -fete *it* sales UP* are wed:

15 to 24 years
3.1446 3.0931 .0167

25 to 44 years

1.5150 2.4743 .0106
Percent of rure.farm m61$4 males, Ned 25 years and own, bto
have completed:
0 to 6 years of school

1.24.3191 .7963 .,491212 years or rote of setwol
12.0907 .4919 .0604

Percent of employed rural -farm white male Ma are:
Farmers and farm A Afters

-1.4117 .0177 ..005)Craftsmen, foremen, mod Swine. uerbers
-2.4040 2.144$ ** -.0202Term laborers end fan foremen
114.0221 1.6034 .1725Operatives and bludred workers
3.7349 1.7417 .0415

A erase sin of i4xcl-fara ubiter temill
1206.9044 21.7612 .1241Percent of employed rural-form white females
111.593$ 1.2030 .1356Proximity to metropolitan centers
134.5830 14.3529 .342)

Multiple correlation coefficient
.7011

Standard error os estimate
49,7260

- Represents sero.
*The regression coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Source: Betabulated and computed from data in 11040 Census of Population.

2. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the Conterminous United States: 1959

Independent variable Megression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Sete
coefficient

Constant ten
13671.9321 116.9958 -White male unemployment rate

150.4300 4.3502 .1664
Percent of rural-nonfarm white sales Mao see aged:

15 to 24 years
1.17.8028 2.8629 -.1157

25 to 44 years
1.3443 3.0975 .0331

Portent of rural-nonfarm white
males, seed 25 years and over, who

have completed:
0 to 6 years of school

1-28.0043 1.0567 -.462112 years or more of nbool
1.7017 1,2500 .0238

Percent of employed rural-nonfarm
white melee who are:

Pawn and tare managers
1-20.3409 2,4502 -.1343Craftemn, foremen, and kindred workers
1-10.3037 2.3558 -.0713Perm laborers sod farm foremen
114.9961 2.0060 .1125Operatives and kttdred mariners

.... 19.5600 1.5071 .1060
Annie sin of rural-nonfani Alt* featly

1140.0034 22.2209 .1120Percent of employed rural -nonfarm white female.
117.5251 1.6663 .1647Proximity to metropolitan centers
139.9632 16.4060 .3597

Mttl.iple correlation cefficient
7021

Standard error of estimate
541.11636

- Represents sero.
1Tbe regression coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-21.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
MEDIAN INCOME OF WHITE FAMILIES-COD.

3. Rural-Farm Population of the Northeast Region: 1959

Independent variable Regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Bets
coefficient

Constant tore 13495.6942 22.6661 -

Average value of farmland and buildings per tees. 1.0039 .0014 .2311
White male unemploysent rate 1)0.4301 11.1540 .2009

Percent of rural -fees Mite riles who are. Ned:
15 to 24 years 120.2352 1.7467 .2441
25 to 44 years

41.3669 1.1619 .1266

Percent of rural-fare 4111 melee, aged 25 pare and over, vho
hem completed:
0 to 6 years of school

-.6573 4.6653 -.0122
12 mars or more of school 1-7.11114 3.6501 -.2134

Percent of employed rural-farm rhea mice who ere:
Femmes and form managers 11.3395 3.2657 .2916
*affirm, former, and lindreo workers -2.4214 6.3416 .0332
Farm laborers and fans former 1.13.6665 5.5019 -.2542
Operatives ana kindred workers 4.2504 5.9375 -.1229

Average Rim of rural-term whir' tinily -26.5351 70.6464 -.0265
Percent of employed rural-farm white females -3.2514 4.4154 -.07414

Prozisity to metropolitan confers 117.8100 4.2419 .3740

Multiple correlation coefficient .5115

Standard error of estimate 311.2960

- Revetments sero.
1 The egression coefficient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
Source: Retabulatsd and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

4. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the Northeast Region: 1959

Independent variable Regression Standard Bete
coefficient deviation coefficient

Constant tors 16333.1922 21.1315

Write sole unemployment rata -2.6130 16.3657 -.0120

Percent of rural-nonfarm white soles who ere aged:
15 to 24 years -9.1905 13.2177 -.0597
25 to 44 yeah 194.0950 13.5390 .9974

Percent of rural-nonfarm white males, aged 25 years and over, who
have completed:
0 to 6 years of school -6.9749 9.5325 ...0649
12 years or wore of school 1-61.5170 9.0657 -.1374

Percent of rural - nonfarm Alf* melee who are employed es:
Freers and tam imager,

e 1113.3473 38.1179 .21S1
Craftsmen, formes, and kindred limiters -.0117 9.43431 ..0001
Fens laborers and fern formes. 1.92.6619 24.6425 -.3151
Operatives and kindred embers 1-11.4222 5.4940 -.1725

ivories aim of real - radars Alto [64117 -199.1226 112.6309 -.0931

percent of 091119794 rural-nonfarm White females -11.1417 6.6644 ...1604

Proximity to metropolitan centers 4.79419 5.,tx ma).

Multiple correlation coefficient .6424

Standard error of estimate 414.3917

- Represents zero.
1The reression coefficient was significantly different from silo at the .05 level.

Source : Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 C :usu. of Population.
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Table A-21.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
MEDIAN INCOME or WHrrE FAttu.nts-Con.

5. Rural-Farm Population of the North Central Region: 1959

I: dependent variable Seireasion
coefficient

Standard
deviation

bets

coefficient

Constant toss.
11983.5400 12.4327 -

Averse value of farmland mad hdidings per farm.
1.0321 .0006 .1110

While selesnamployment me
147.1781 5.0388 .2170

Pereent of rural -term Alt* melee who ere sled:
15 to 24 years

3.009 3.6643 .018723 to 44 years
3.6787 3.4346 .0213

Foment of rural -farm Alt* melee, seed 25 years and comer, who
hew completed:
0 1p 6 years of school

-1.5758 2.3113 -.022,112 years or more of school
19.2599 1.8787 .1676

Percent of employed rural-form white males who ere:
formers and farm mangers

-2.5612 1.1721 .MSSCroft/men, foreman, and kindred workers
- 3.6332 3.4863 -.0274Pars laborers and fare foremen
-.1218 3.1201 -.0047Operatives end kt'dred workers

129.9381 3.5696 .383e
Sverige slam of rural-:arn Alto fiddly

1123.7211 35.3384 .0866
Percent of *splayed ma: -farm white females

17.5103 1.6641 .1084
?Fortuity to metropolitan centers

125.2684 2.2004 .3285

Multiple completion coefficient

Standard error of 'Abate

.7331

348.0403

- Represents sero.
*The regression coellicient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Source: Retahulated and computed from data In 1960 Census of Population.

6. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the North Central Region: 1959

Independent sortable Ilmoression

coefficient
Standard
deviation

Bete
coefficient

Constant term
13251.6597 12.2610 -

Alt. male unemployment rate
104.7178 6.4202 .2029

Percent of rural -nonfare white melee who are aged:
15 to 24 years

-1.7340 4.3818 -.01nd23 to 44 years
111.3771 3.1930 .0637

ement of rural-Jonferm white males, need 23 years and over, uho
have eompleted:
0 to 6 years of echmel

.1874 2.6116 .002112 years or more of echool
41.6249 3.0232 .1349

Percent Of rurelnonfarm white males who are employed ea:
/mars eat farm Augers l.9.3162 3.7016 a.0820Craftsmen, foramen, end kindred webers

4.7239 3.5792 -.0298Pars laborers and term tomes
7.2026 3.7900 .0488Operatives and Idabel workers

124.7284 2,4735 .3165

Avenge Oil* of rural-nontorm white family
-12.2723 33.5311 ...CON

Percent of employed mil -nonterm white resales
$.3365 2,7334 .0479

Pmemimity to metropolitan centers
132.9030 2.4934 .3685

Multiple correlation coefficient
.7385

Standard error of estimate
398.4693

- Represents situ.
The regression eoefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 fere.

Source: RetabUlated and computed from data in 1900 Census of !ovulation.



278 PEOPLE OF RURAL AMERICA

Table A-21.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
MEDIAN INCOME OF WHITE FAMILIES-COD.

7. Rural-Farm Population of the South: 1959

Independent variable Pagression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Sete
coefficient

Constant tine.
12505.6127 8.0269

Average value of foreland end buildings per fora. 1.0006 .0000 .0634Whits sale unemployment rate
1-18.4914 4.1622 -.1091

?orient of rued-farm Wilts males who are aged:
15 to 24 years

16.1333 2.9063 .060125 to 44 years
15.5123 2.1865 .0720

Portant of rue! -farm Whits males, and 25 years and over, who
have ecmpletad:
0 to 6 years of school

..4696 .9251 .014712 years or sere of school
.5915 .7669 .0199

Portant of employed rural -faro white sales tap are
Parsers and farm managers

1-6.9709 .8647 -.26341Craftssen, foremen, and kindred workers
1- 5.7060 2.0932 -.0713Fars laborers and faro Corson
1-4.2616 1.5741 -.1001Operatives and kindred workers
14.5499 1.4806 -.1143

Average sin of rurml.ferm Mate fad',
176.3140 24.1001 .0839Percent of employed rural -term &tits females
17.1190 1.2627 .1403Proximity to metropolitan centers

141.7184 1.8222 .5257

Multiple correlation coefficient
.6154

Standard error of estimate
323.3162

- Represents zero.
!The regression coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data in 960 Census of Population.

8. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the South: 1959

Independent variable Rsgreesion
coefficient

Stendard
deviation

Seta

coefficient

Constant term
13924.7004 12.6849 -Ails male unemployment rate
1-27.4610 6.5055 ..1122

Percent of rural-flatten' whit* males who are aged:
15 to 24 years

-3.2645 3.5740 -.001625 to 44 years
.2.0279 3.90% .0111

Portent of rural- nonfarm white males, aged 25 years and over, who
have completed:
0 to 6 years of school

15.4619 1.6316 .107112 years or more at school
13.2105 1.6224 .0613

Fervent of employed runl.nontarm tails
moles Noe ere:

tenon md :ere managers
1.40.2904 3.2271 .1.47Cratt ns% kronen, and kindred varlets 1-11.0173 2.10084 .1158Fars Ishoiore and farm forearm
1-9.5340 2.6774 -.1018Operatives and kindred workers
1.4.11409 2.0195 .0141

Average Gies of rurel -nonfarm waits foil.,
39.0651 27.3845 .otal

Percent of employed rural.nonters Alto females
115.1646 2.1007 .2082

Proximity to metropolis& 'Men
145.3970 2.7090 .3270

M61111,1* correlation coefficient
.5929

Standard error of estimate
477.8304

,11.
- Represents zero.
* The regression coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Sourer: Retabulated and computed from data in 1060 Census of Population.
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Table A-21.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCINGMEDIAN INCOME OF WHITE FAMILIES-COD.

9. Rural-Farm Population of the West; 1959

1040Pentlent variable Regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Sete
coefficient

Constant tars.

14246.7215 9.4160 -
.

Avenge value of foreland and buildings per fare.
1.000 .CCCII .1006Mile male unemployment rate

17.0231 1.6610 .1391
Percent of rural-farm white mite who are aced:

15 to 24 years

-.3715 1.2170 -.0114
25 to 44. years

.1442 1.1424 .0001
Percent of rural -fare 4bite males,

egad 25 years and over, whohere completed:
0 to 6 years of school

1.1.6914 .6947 -.0934
12 years or more of school

...1037 .1239 .0711
Pereent of employed rural-fare white males Mo are:
Purrs and farm menegiff4

.41*90 .4813 .0085Craftsmen, foresen, ad kindred workers
.7124 1.0163 .0312

were label:ere and farm foresen
.7204 .6973 .0535

Operatives and kindred workers
1.7222 .9565 .0906

Average sine of rural-fare white family
1-18.9961 9.0191 -.0798Percent of ewloped rural-farm White females

.0504 .54139 .0:02Proximity to metropolitan centers
116.0426 .9608 .6619

Multiple correlation coefficient

Standard error of estimate

.7171

101.4924

- Represents sero.
1Ttse regression coeScient was significantly different from zero at the .05 level.
Source: Ret4bulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

10. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the West: 1959

Independent variable Regression
coefficient

Standard
deviation

Sett
coefficient

Constant term
11200.8391 4.6613 .*it, male unemployment rats

17.6199 1.8071 .1700
Percent of rural-nonfarm white miles who are ogee.:
15 to 24 years

1.2777 1.3330 .0412
25 to 44 years

2.2557 1.3420 .0742
Percent of rural-meters white moles, aged 25 years and over, whohare completed:
0 to 6 years of school

1-1.8861 .7330 -.1277
12 years or sore of school

-.5922 .3745 - -.0676
Percent of employed rurel.nemfare

thita males who are
Farmers and farm movers

1.2.3241 1.0224 .10144
enflames, forme, and kindred workers

4.8431 1.0542 -.0801?arm laborers ad farm forma
12.4149 .6669 ..1376Operatives and kindred workers
..2018 .7084 .0126

Average sise of rural-nonfarm whits family
1-47.4193 11.5472 .2041Percent ofesplgred rural.nontare grit* females

12.3422 .8558 .11PPromimity to metropolitan centers
11.0063 .8817 .1620

Multiple correlation coefficient
.6631

Siardard error of tiniest,
98.6918

- Represents WM.
1The regression coefficient was isignificantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Source: Retabulated and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.
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Table A-22.-SELECTED RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
MEDIAN INCOME OF NONWHITE FAMILIES

1. Rural-Farm Population of the South: 1959

Isdamedoot variable laressice
comffieleet

Standsrd
deviation

seta
cattlird

Constant ten.
11301.1147 9.0236

Aare s calms at farelsimi ad boll liege per Cook 1-.0116 .0602 4.1137ambit mel wengloymemt Me

reran' of rural-tare nonwhite males ohm an fried:

-.0470 1.2711 -.0001

15 to 24 years
-.4451 .1/10 -.012729 to 44 seen

12.2039 AMMO .0674
Percent at rral-tare nomaite melee Ned 25 years end over, who
have somplead:
0 to 6 peen at sebool

.2320 .3643 .017412 pars or ors at school
.0136 .6310 .0005

Fermat at employe! rural -tars nonwhite males who are:Parses ad tern menemor
1-2.9314 .4107 -.1725enflame, farms, med hiedrd mean
-.6994 1.4643 -.4712Pan lmere al fare foramen a..9934 .4523 -.0641Operatives al kindred where

1-1.6271 .407? -.0655
Myna miss at rural-Care *shits family

-1.1736 5.13% -.0120recast at employed rural-tare namalte females
11.6374 .4751 .0647Proximity to metropolitan *enters
126.0272 1.3411 .4373

mastitis immolation afficint
.7715

Stalest error at satiate
339.1110

- Represents sero.
iThe regret:WOO coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.
Source: Retabulatsd and computed from data in 1960 Census of Population.

2. Rural-Nonfarm Population of the South: 1959

Independent varieble hmernaion
cattiaint

Standard
deviation

its
coeffiient

Constant tam.
11130. 7622 10.1168 -

nonwhite male megalopolis% rate
1116.4463 9.5671 .2670

Percent at rural-waters mareite males mho are aged:
13 to 24 roars

1.0595 1.1341 .022925 to 44 years

torment of rural-mantas nonwhite males. aged 25 pars ad over,who have completed:

12.6332 .9150 .0750

0 to 6 pars of school
1.9993 .50*3 .061612 years or more Of abool

fervent of employed rural -meatus
nonwhite ales idto are:

.3010 .6642 .0013

Farman 4122 farm maere
I-4.7462 1.2250 ...MkCraftsmes, foram, and ktodred goners
1-2.9715 .9633 1.0679fan lawman end fan foram
1.4.0197 .6122 .1513Carotins and bland arbors
-.1961 .7170 -..0067

Avenge ales of rural -meters noewhi fatly 6.1726 6.1141 .0264
Portent ,1f employed rural -meters wait. finales

12.4376 .1946 .0934
Proximity to metropolitan centers

126.5124 1.3340 .4140

Multiple cormaltion coefficient
.6071

Standard error of estimate
381.0016

-- Represents sero.
The regression coefficient was significantly different from sero at the .05 level.

Source: Retabulated and computed from data. in 1960 Census of Population.
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